
1 

 

 
 

SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL  
IMPACT REPORT AND SPECIFIC PLAN  

FOR THE TIOGA COMMUNITY HOUSING PROJECT 
ɉ&ÏÒÍÅÒÌÙ ÔÈÅ Ȱ4ÉÏÇÁ 7ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ 0ÒÏÊÅÃÔȱ 

 

 
 

FINAL SUBSEQUENT EIR  
SCH #199012113 

 

Prepared for:  

  
  

Mono County Community Development Department 
437 Old Mammoth Rd., Suite P 

Minaret Village Mall 
Post Office Box 347 

ML, CA 93546 

 
Prepared by: 

 
Bauer Planning & Environmental Services, Inc.  

Post Office Box 9222 
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 

  

March 2020 

http://www.monocounty.ca.gov/


2 

 

  



3 

 

 

SECTION 1 

 
 

 
1.1 CONTENTS OF THE FINAL SUBSEQUENT EIR 
 

This Final Subsequent EIR (FSEIR) comprises eight sections as outlined in Table 1-1.  
 

TABLE 1-1.  Contents of Tioga Community Housing FSEIR  
SECTION  SECTION HEADING PAGE 

1 CONTENTS OF THE FINAL SUBSEQUENT EIR 
1.1    FSEIR Contents  2 
1.2    Administrative Record Contents 5 
1.3    Comment Letters, Approach to  Responses, FSEIR Format 5 
1.4    Organization of FSEIR Comments and Responses 5 
1.5    Conditions Calling for Recirculation of a Draft EIR 6 

2 SUBSTANTIVE PROJECT CHANGES IN RESPONSE TO DSEIR COMMENTS 
2.1   Changes made in Response to Comments on the DSEIR 7 

3 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED 
3.1   Overview of Comments Received 20 

4 TOPICAL RESPONSES 
Topical Response #1:    Aesthetics, Project Design and New Preferred Alternative 6 63 
Topical Response #2:    Light and Glare 71 
Topical Response #3:    Alternatives 74 
Topical Response #4:    Pedestrian Connectivity and Safety 80 
Topical Response #5:    Deer Migration and Crossing 83 
Topical Response #6:    Secondary Access  86 
Topical Response #7:    Phasing Plan 88 
Topical Response #8:    Housing Need, Population, Occupancy, Project Objectives 89 
Topical Response #9:    Traffic Impacts at the SR 120/US 395 Junction 93 
Topical Response #10:   ESTA, ESUSD & YARTS Bus Stops, and Parking 95 
Topical Response #11:   Water Quality and Water Supply 97 
Topical Response #12:   Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 101 
Topical Response #13:   EIR Scope of Analysis 104 
Topical Response #14:   Project Impacts on Community Plan & Community Character 107 

5 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
Comment Letter #1:      Californians for Western Wilderness 110 
Comment Letter #2:      California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 113 
Comment Letter #3:      California Department of Transportation 114 
Comment Letter #4:      Lisa Cutting 120 
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Comment Letter #5:      Eastern Sierra Transit Authority 132 
Comment Letter #6:     Alice Houseworth 133 
Comment Letter #7:      Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 144 
Comment Letter #8:      Lee Vining Fire Protection District 151 
Comment Letter #9:      Paul McFarland 155 
Comment Letter #10:    Sally Miller 157 
Comment Letter #11:    Mono City Fire Protection District 168 
Comment Letter #12:    Mono Lake Committee 169 
Comment Letter #13:    -ÏÎÏ ,ÁËÅ +ÕÔÚÁÄÉËÁȭÁ 4ÒÉÂÅ 204 
Comment Letter #14:    Antero and Melinda Rivasplata 213 
Comment Letter #15:    Shute Mihaly & Weinberger, LLP 216 
Comment Letter #16:    Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter 234 
Comment Letter #17:     Emilie Strauss 243 
Comment Letter #18:    David Strelneck 244 
Comment Letter #19:    Jane Uptegrove, MS, PG 246 

6 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
6.1     CEQA Basis 247 
6.2     FSEIR Modifications 247 
6.3     Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Overview 248 
6.4     Statement of Overriding Considerations 248 
6.5     Responsible Agency, Regulatory and Code Compliance 248 

7 TIOGA SPECIFIC PLAN 

7.1    Introduction to Tioga Inn Specific Plan Amendment #3 262 
7.2   Tioga Inn Specific Plan History and Background 262 
7.3   Format of Tioga Inn Specific Plan Amendment #3 267 
7.4    Proposed Tioga Inn Specific Plan Amendment #3 268 

8 FSEIR ABBREVIATIONS, ACRONYMS, WATER CONVERSION TABLE  

 
 

APPENDICES  

A Copies of the Individual Comment Letters 

B Copies of the Generated Comment Letters 

C Updated Drainage Analysis 

D Updated Traffic Impact Analysis 

E Updated Air Quality and GHG Analysis 

F Full Text of Final Draft Subsequent EIR  (Will  be available prior to FSEIR Certification Hearing) 

 
 

LIST OF FSEIR TABLES 
 

1-1 Contents of Tioga Community Housing FSEIR 2 

2-1 Summary of Project Modifications 7 

3-1 Comment Letters addressed in FSEIR §5.0 (Responses to Comments) 22 

3-2 List of Individual Comment Letters and Issues 26 

3-3 List of Generated Comment Letters and Issues 33 

4-1 Topical Responses to address Key Issues Raised 60 

4-2 Tioga Community Housing Unit Sizes 70 
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4-3 Comparison of Project Alternatives with Preferred Alternative 6 76 

4-4 US 395 Deer Mortality Hot Spots in Mono County 84 

4-5 Community Housing Phasing Plan 88 

4-6 Existing and Forecast Water Consumption at the Tioga Site 99 

4-7 CEQA Guidelines §15162 - Provisions for Subsequent EIRs 104 

5-1 Individual Comment Letters Addressed in FSEIR §6.0 109 

5-2 Project Conditions of Approval for Caltrans Permitting 119 

5-3 Low Impact Development BMPs for Stormwater Management 145 

5-4 Spill and Leak BMPs for the Tioga Housing Project 146 

5-5 Inyo-Mono Integrated Regional Water Management Plan Strategies  150 

5-6 Water Demands of Approved and Proposed Project Elements 176 

5-7 Existing and Post-Project Stormwater Flows on the Tioga Site 179 

5-8 Operational GHG Emissions for Direct and Cumulative Project Uses 227 

6-1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 249 

7-1 Original 1993 Tioga Inn Specific Plan Approved Uses and Parcel Sizes 263 

7-2 Changes Approved in 1995 Tioga Inn Specific Plan Amendment #1 263 

7-3 Changes Approved in 1997 Tioga Inn Specific Plan Amendment #2 263 

7-4 2012 Director Review 12-007/Tioga Inn Kitchen Expansion 264 

7-5 Tioga Inn Existing, Approved and Proposed Land Uses and Acreages 266 

7-6 1993 Specific Plan and Proposed Amendment #3 Parcel Sizes 270 

7-7 Proposed Amendment #3 Changes in Open Space Acreage 274 

7-8 1993 Specific Plan Project Phasing 275 

7-9 Proposed Amendment #3 Housing Phasing Plan 275 

7-10 Use of the Subsequent Final EIR by Other Agencies 276 

7-11 Revegetation of Temporarily Disturbed Areas 287 

7-12 Conceptual Landscaping Standards 289 

7-13 Tioga Specific Plan Amendment #3 Plant Palette 290 

7-14 Outdoor Lighting Plan 292 

7-15 Road Standards 294 

 
LIST OF FSEIR EXHIBITS 

4-1 Alternative 6 Site Context Plan 66 

4-2 Alternative 6 Grading Plan 67 

4-3 Alternative 6 Line of Sight to US 395 68 

4-4 Alternative 6 Line of Sight to South Tufa and Navy Beach 69 

4-5 Cluster Alternative Design Plan 75 

4-6 US 395 (Mono County) Total Deer Mortality by Post Mile 85 

5-1 Alternative 6 Conceptual Drainage Plan 180 

7-1 Tioga Specific Plan Amendment #3 Land Use Plan 282 

7-2 Protected Corridor Location 291 
 

 
 
 
1.2 ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD CONTENTS 
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In keeping with §15132 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the administrative record of the Final 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) for the proposed Tioga Community Housing Project consists of the 
following elements: 
 

 The amended Draft Subsequent EIR (DSEIR), provided separately 
 Copies and/or summaries of comments and recommendations received on the DSEIR 
 A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the DSEIR 
 Lead Agency responses to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process 
 Other information added by the Lead Agency  

 

1.3 COMMENT LETTERS, APPROACH TO RESPONSES, FSEIR FORMAT 
 

CEQA Guidelines §15088 sets forth the requirements for evaluation of and response to comments on a draft EIR:  
 

ȰɉÁɊ 4ÈÅ ÌÅÁÄ ÁÇÅÎÃÙ ÓÈÁÌÌ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÅ comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the 
draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The Lead Agency shall respond to comments received during the noticed 
comment period and any extensions and may respond to late comments. 
(b) The lead agency shall provide a written proposed response to a public agency on comments made by that public agency 
at least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact report. 
(c) The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues raised (e.g., revisions to the 
proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when 
the Lead Agency's position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be addressed 
in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned 
analysis in response. Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice. 
(d) The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the draft EIR or may be a separate section in the final EIR. 
Where the response to comments makes important changes in the information contained in the text of the draft EIR, the 

Lead Agency should either:  
(1) Revise the text in the body of the EIR, or   
(2) Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised in the response to commentsȢȱ   

 

As discussed more thoroughly in FSEIR §3.0, a total of 904 comment letters were received over the course of the DSEIR 
public review period.  A significant majority of these comment letters (697 letters) ÕÔÉÌÉÚÅÄ Á ȬÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÄ ÆÏÒÍÁÔȭ ÔÈÁÔ was 
provided by the Mono Lake Committee.  The remaining 207 letters were sent by agencies, organizations and citizens who 
provided individual comments tailored to the project proposal.  Many of these individual letters identify specific issues for 
review and consideration, and many express personal views and concerns for consideration by the Board of Supervisors, 
and/or request that the Board of Supervisors act to deny or approve the project.  Formal responses were prepared to 
address 19 of the individual comment letters that raised technical or documentary questions, identified regulatory and 
permitting requirements, and/or made specific and detailed recommendations regarding the project and proposed 
alternatives.   
 

Complete copies of all comment letters are provided in the FSEIR appendices.  FSEIR Appendix A provides copies of the 
207 individual letters (including the 19 letters for which formal responses have been prepared).  FSEIR Appendix B provides 
copies of the 697 ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔ ÌÅÔÔÅÒÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÕÔÉÌÉÚÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÄ ÆÏÒÍÁÔ.ȭ   Tables 3-2 and 3-3 list all comment letters; 
commenters in each table are presented in alphabetical order.  
 

1.4 Organization of FSEIR Comments and Responses 
 

The responses to comments have been organized in keeping with the comments received.  FSEIR §5.0 provides topical 
responses to address key issues raised in the comment letters (including the individual and the generated letters).  FSEIR 
§6.0 provides specific responses to issues identified in 19 comment letters with substantive questions that provided a basis 
for most of the Topical Responses; in these instances the reader is referred to the appropriate topical response where 
applicable, and tailored responses are provided to the remaining issues raised.   
 



7 

 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(d) states that the response to comments can take the form of a DSEIR revision, or may be 
provided as a separate section in the FSEIR, but that the DSEIR text should be revised wherever important changes are 
made.  The text of the Draft Specific Plan Amendment#3 has been updated to incorporate changes made though the 
response to comments (see FSEIR §7).  It is anticipated that the comprehensive DSEIR text updates will be completed 
shortly before the Board of Supervisors holds its hearing(s) on the FSEIR.  In this Final SEIR text, the DSEIR and Specific 
Plan text revisions are described in the topical responses and in the individual responses, and summarized in TABLE 2-1.  
 

1.5 CONDITIONS CALLING FOR DSEIR RECIRCULATION PRIOR TO CERTIFICATION 
 

CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 outlines the conditions that would require a Lead Agency to recirculate an EIR: 
 

15088.5. RECIRCULATION OF AN EIR PRIOR TO CERTIFICATION 
 

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of 
the availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term 
"information" can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New 
information added to an EIR is not "significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such 
an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to implement. "Significant new 
information" requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that:  
    (1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be 
implemented.  
    (2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that 
reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.  
    (3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen 
the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it.  
    (4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and 
comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043)  
(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant 
modifications in an adequate EIR.  
(c) If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need only recirculate the chapters or portions 
that have been modified.  
(d) Recirculation of an EIR requires notice pursuant to Section 15087, and consultation pursuant to Section 15086.  
(e) A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the administrative record. 

 
This FSEIR incorporates many changes in the project proposal that are in direct response to comment letters on the DSEIR.  
The changes are summarized in FSEIR §2, and discussed in the formal Topical Responses (FSEIR §4) and in the responses 
to specific comments (FSEIR §5), and in the text of the updated Specific Plan Amendment #3 (FSEIR §7).  Most of the project 
changes are intended to minimize the potentially significant impacts that were identified in the DSEIR, and/or in response 
to agency and public input concerning project design and implementation.   
 

None of the project changes made in this FSEIR would result in or cause a new significant impact that was not addressed in 
the DSEIR or a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact that was not addressed in the DSEIR.  None 
of the project changes would constitute or result in the rejection of a feasible alternative that would have potential to lessen 
environmental effects.   Finally, none of the comment letters present substantive evidence that the draft EIR was so 
fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review & comment were 
precluded.  Based on the above considerations, the Draft Subsequent EIR has not been recirculated.  The reader is referred 
to Topical Response #13 (EIR Scope of Analysis) for additional discussion of CEQA requirements pertaining to the 
Community Housing project.   
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SECTION 2 

 
 

 
2.1 CHANGES MADE IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DSEIR 
 

In response to comments on the DSEIR, changes have been incorporated into the project and project mitigation measures.  
Key changes are listed below, and the text of the Draft SEIR has been modified to incorporate all changes.   
 

 

TABLE 2-1.  Summary of Project Modifications   
 

 

TOPIC/ISSUE 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT MODIFICATIONS 

AND CLARIFICATIONS 
WHERE ISSUE 
IS DISCUSSED 

 
PROJECT TITLE 

The proposed project title has been changed from Tioga Workforce Housing to 
Tioga Community Housing.  The change responds to comments in a number of 
the comment letters, and also acknowledges that project rents will be set to meet 
requirements of the Mono County Housing Mitigation Ordinance, but will not be 
set to meet state definitions of affordability.   

Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on project title 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on project title 

NEW 
PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE 6 

A new Alternative 6 has been developed to lessen the project impacts on 
aesthetic values.    Alternative 6 is now identified as the Preferred Project 
Alternative (replacing the project design shown in the DSEIR Concept Site Plan).   

TOPICAL RESPONSE #1 (Aesthetics) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #3 
(Alternatives) 

 
AESTHETICS  
& PROJECT 
DESIGN 

Topical Response #1 provides detailed information and illustrations for 
Alternative 6, which is now identified as the preferred project alternative. The 
modified design elements include additional grading to lower the base elevation 
(and thus the roof elevation) of the housing units, a reduction in the number of 
housing structures and a changed orientation and layout of the structures, 
redesign of the lower and more prominent 2-story structures to be 1-story 
structures, reduction in the overall housing footprint, articulation of native 
landscaping elements that will be used to provide rapid growth and optimal 
screening, and other elements. 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #1 (Aesthetics) 
Letter #1, Comment 1 
Letter #2, Comment 10 
Letter #3, Comments 10-12 
Letter #6, Comment 2 
Letter #10, Comment 4b 
Letter #12, Comments I.A.1-I.A.8, 
I.D.4.d, I.D.4.e, I.D.4.h, II.A-II.D 
Letter #15, Comment II.B.1 
Letter #16, Comments 16, 17 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on aesthetics 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on aesthetics 

 
LIGHT & 
GLARE 

Elements of the Scenic Combining District Regulations that will be applied to the 
project are detailed, in addition to mandatory requirements to preserve dark 
skies and minimize light pollution. 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #2 (Light & 
Glare) 
Letter #1, Comment 1 
Letter #6, Comment 4 
Letter #10, Comment 3d 
Letter #12, Comment I.A.5, I.A.6, 
I.D.4.g, II.A-II.D 
Letter #15, Comment I.B.1 
Letter #16, Comment 18 
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Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on light & glare 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on light & glare 

 
ALTERNATIVES 

 
This FSEIR incorporates a Concept Site Plan and additional analysis for the 
Cluster Alternative. 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #3 
(Alternatives) 
Letter #6, Comment 5 
Letter #10, Comment 5 
Letter #12, Comment II.A-II.D 
Letter #15, II.C 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on alternatives 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on alternatives 

 
DEER 
PASSAGE-WAY  

 
This FSEIR concludes that construction of a deer passageway in the project 
vicinity is infeasible, and deletes the goal to seek grant funding for this purpose.   
Direct impacts to deer remain less than significant, and cumulative impacts to 
deer remain significant and unavoidable. 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #5 (Deer) 
Letter #1, Comment 2 
Letter #3, Comment 5 
Letter #12, Comment I.C.1, I.C.5,  
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on deer 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on deer 

 
SECONDARY 
EMERGENCY 
ACCESS, FIRE 
SERVICE, FIRE 
RISK 

Topical Response #6 of this FSEIR describes a new plan to incorporate a 
secondary emergency access along the SCE easement, as well as (1) a new 
mitigation measure requiring that an encroachment permit be obtained from 
#ÁÌÔÒÁÎÓ ÉÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÇÁÔÅ ÉÓ ÌÏÃÁÔÅÄ ÉÎÓÉÄÅ #ÁÌÔÒÁÎÓȭ ÒÉÇÈÔ-of-way (see 
Ȱ.Å× -ÉÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎÓ-3ÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ !ÃÃÅÓÓȱ ÂÅÌÏ×Ɋ.  DSEIR mitigation measure SFTY 
5.7(d) (Evacuation Plan) has been incorporated into the Specific Plan, and deleted 
from the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ɉÓÅÅ ȰDeleted Mitigation 
Measures-%ÖÁÃÕÁÔÉÏÎ 0ÌÁÎȱ ÂÅÌÏ×ɊȢ   
 
 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #6 
(Secondary Access, Fire Safety) 
Letter #2, Comment 3 
Letter #3, Comment 14 
Letter #8, Comments 2-5 
Letter #10, Comments 3a and 3g 
Letter #11, Comment 1 
Letter #15, Comment II.B.2 
Letter #16, Comment 15 
Letter #18, Comment 1 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on secondary access 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on secondary access 

 
PROJECT 
PHASING 

 
The project proposal now incorporates a Phasing Plan with 3 stages of housing 
construction. 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #7 (Phasing) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #14 
(Community Character) 
Letter #4, Comment 1, 5 
Letter #8, Comment 2 
Letter #10, Comments 1, 2, 3c, 5, 7 
Letter #12, Comments 1.D.7, II.C, 
II.C.3 
Letter #15, Comment II.A 
Letter #16, Comment 3 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on phasing 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on phasing 

  TOPICAL RESPONSE #8 (Housing) 
Letter #10, Comment 6 
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HOUSING 
NEED, 
OCCUPANCY, 
OBJECTIVES  

This FSEIR provides additional information regarding the objective to provide 
housing for onsite workers, the timing of hotel and restaurant construction, 
eligibility criteria and priorities for occupancy of the Community Housing units, 
and intent to comply with applicable housing laws.   

Letter #13, Comment 4 
Letter #15, Comment II.A, II.B.6 
Letter #16, Comment 2 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on housing, occupancy 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on housing, occupancy 

 
HOUSING 
MITIGATION 
ORDINANCE 
(HMO) 

 
The project will comply with requirements of the newly adopted Housing 
Mitigation Ordinance.   

TOPICAL RESPONSE #8 (Housing) 
Letter #10, Comment 1 
Letter #14, Comment 3 
Letter #15, Comment II.A 
Letter #16, Comments 2, 3 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on HMO 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on HMO 

 
TRAFFIC 
IMPACTS AT 
SR 120/US 395 
JUNCTION 

 
The Traffic Impact Analysis has been updated to incorporate new traffic counts 
and additional information concerning Caltrans plans for US 395 in the project 
region.  The updated analysis retains the DSEIR conclusion that impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable.  

TOPICAL RESPONSE #9 (SR 
120/US 395) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #4 
(Connectivity) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #12 
(Significant Impacts) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #13 (EIR 
Scope) 
Letter #1, Comment 1 
Letter #3, Comment 3, 7, 8, 9 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on SR 120/US 395  
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on SR 120/US 395  
Appendix D, Updated Traffic 
Impact Analysis 

 
ESTA/ESUSD  
& YARTS BUS 
STOPS 

The Concept Site Plan has been modified to incorporate a bus stop for ESTA in 
the vicinity of the hotel access road, and a separate bus stop for ESUSD buses in 
the full-service restaurant parking area with a path connecting to the Day Care 
Center.  The YARTS bus stop will remain at the present location in the Caltrans 
Right-of-Way. Please see NEW Mitigation 5.5(b-2).   

TOPICAL RESPONSE #10 (Buses) 
Letter #3, Comments 6, 8 
Letter #5, Comment 1 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on bus services 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on bus services 

 
SURFACE AND 
GROUND-
WATER 
SUPPLY AND 
QUALITY; 
SANITATION  

 

 
A new measure is added to address future increases in groundwater salinity, 
BMPs are now provided for stormwater management and for spills & leaks, and 
details are provided regarding water quality monitoring wells to be installed up- 
and downgradient of the wastewater treatment plant.  Additional discussion is 
also provided regarding the conclusion that project water use would not impact 
neighboring wells or waterbodies. 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #11 (Water) 
Letter #7, Comments 2-8 
Letter #12, Comment I.B.1-I.B.3 
Letter #13, Comment 2 
Letter #16, Comments 11-14  
Letter #7, Comments 2-8 
Letter #12, Comment I.B.1-I.B.3 
Letter #13, Comment 2 
Letter #16, Comments 11-14 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on water & sanitation 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on water & sanitation  
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GRANT 
FUNDING AND 
MITIGATION 
 

 
The intent to seek grant funding is no longer cited in connection with mitigation 
of the potentially significant project impacts on the SR 120/US 395 Intersection, 
deer migration, or pedestrian and cycling connectivity between the project site 
and Lee Vining.  Additionally, the status of these three impacts has changed as a 
result of FSEIR comments and responses (please see the discussion provided in 
Topical Response #12).   
 

The applicant still intends to seek grant funding, if the project is approved, to 
offset infrastructure improvement costs. 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #4 
(Connectivity)   
TOPICAL RESPONSE #5 (Deer) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #9 (SR 
120/US 395) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #12 
(Significant Impacts)  
Letter #1, Comments 2, 3 
Letter #3, Comment 7 
Letter #4, Comment 2 
Letter #9, Comment 2 
Letter #10, Comments 1, 3b, 4a 
Letter #12, Comments 1.C, I.C.5, 
I.C.6, I.D.5, I.D.7, II.D.9 
Letter #14, Comment 4 
Letter #15, Comment II.B.3 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on grants & mitigation 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B,  generated 
comments on grants and mitigation  

 
DAY CARE 
FACILITIES 

This FSEIR clarifies that the Community Housing daycare facility will be staffed, 
available for use by residents and Lee Vining community members, and equipped 
with an onsite defibrillator.  Additionally, the Concept Site Plan has been a 
modified to incorporate a bus stop and turnaround area for ESUSD buses in the 
full-service restaurant parking area, with a path connecting to the Day Care 
Center (see NEW Mitigation Measure 5.5(b-2). 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #1 (Aesthetics) 
Topical Response #10 
Letter #8, Comment 6 
Letter #16, Comment 17 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on day care 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on day care 

 
EV CHARGING 
FACILITIES 

 
Additional information is provided regarding the location and design of EV 
charging facilities. 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #3 
(Alternatives) 
Letter 6, Comment 5 
Letter 16, Comments 5, 6 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on EV Facilities 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on EV Facilities 

 
CAUSES FOR 
EVICTION 

Valid causes for eviction of project residents are clarified to include including:  
(a) short-term subletting of units (first offense),  
(b) unleashed/unfenced pets (more than 2 offenses),  
(c) disposing of trash outside of, or failing to properly close the lid of, bear-
resistant receptacles (more than 2 offenses). 
All eviction provisions will be subject to state law, and will be revised if required 
for compliance purposes.  

 

Letter 6, Comment 7 
Letter 12, Comment I.C.2, I.C.4 
Letter 16, Comment 15 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on causes for eviction  
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on causes for eviction 

COLORS & 
MATERIALS  
(Specific Plan 
Amendment Item) 

Specific Plan Amendment #3 will include a stipulation that all east-facing walls 
shall ÂÅ ÐÁÉÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ Ȭ3ÈÁËÅÒ 'ÒÁÙȭ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌ ÒÏÏÆÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÅÄ ÏÆ ÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌÓ ×ÉÔÈ 
a dull finish and dark, muted colors.     
 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #1 
(Aesthetics) 
Letter #12, Comment I.D.4.h 

 
SOLAR 
PANELS 

 
This FSEIR clarifies that solar panels will be placed only on Community Housing 
roofs with a south-southwest-southeasterly exposure.   

TOPICAL RESPONSE #1 (Aesthetics) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #3 
(Alternatives) 
Letter 4, Comment 5 
Letter 6, Comment 5 
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Letter 12, Comments I.A.4, I.D.4.h, 
I.D.9. II.D.7 
Letter 16, Comment 7, 10 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on solar panels 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on solar panels 

 
LANDSCAPING 
(Specific Plan 
Amendment 
Item) 

Details concerning the landscape plan have been further clarified, with a new 
mitigation measure to optimize plant growth and control noxious weeds.  
Additionally, DSEIR Table 4.11 (as well as the Tioga Specific Plan Amendment 
#3 Plant Palette) is hereby amended to incorporate purshia tridentata, as shown 
below.   
 

AMENDED DSEIR TABLE 4.11 (Specific Plan Table 8-13).  Tioga Specific 
Plan Amendment #3 Plant Palette 

Landscape 
Stratum 

Species ɀ Common Name Species ɀ Scientific Name 

tree Jeffrey Pine Pinus jeffreyi 

tree Single-leaf Pinyon Pinus monophylla 

tree (irrigated 
during summer) 

Quaking Aspen Populus tremuloides 

shrub Mountain Mahogany Cercocarpus ledifolius 

shrub Desert Peach Prunus andersonii 

shrub Yellow Rabbitbrush Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus 

Shrub Bitterbrush Purshia tridentata 

shrub Wild Buckwheat Eriogonum fasciculatum, and/or 
E. umbellatum, E. microthecum 

shrub (irrigated 
during summer) 

Willow Salix exigua 

shrub (irrigated 
during summer) 

Wild Rose Rosa woodsii 

herb Silvery Lupine Lupinus argenteus 

herb Chicalote Argemone munita 

herb $ÏÕÇÌÁÓȭ ÓÅÄÇÅ Carex douglasii 

herb Basin Wildrye Elymus cinereus 

herb Needlegrass Stipa hymenoides and/or 
S. comata, S. occidentalis 

herb (irrigated 
during summer) 

Needlegrass Stipa occidentalis 

 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #1 (Aesthetics) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #2 (Light & 
Glare) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #3 
(Alternatives) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE 5 (Deer) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE 7 (Phasing) 
Letter 1, Comments 1, 2, 3 
Letter 4, Comment 2 
Letter 6, Comment 5 
Letter 7, Comments 3, 8  
Letter 10, Comments 3d, 5 
Letter 12, Comments I.A.4, I.A.5, 
I.A.6, I.C.1, I.D.1, I.D.4.a, I.D.4.h, 
II.D.4 
Letter 13, Comments 7, 16  
Letter 17 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on landscaping 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on landscaping 

 
 

 

DELETED MEASURES  
 

 
YARTS BUS 
STOP 
RELOCATION 

YARTS STOP RELOCATION.  In comments on the DSEIR, Caltrans requested that 
the EIR clarify the onsite YARTS stop, noting that Caltrans would support 
relocating the YARTS stop onto the Tioga property in order to eliminate awkward 
bus maneuvers on SR 120 and thereby benefit traveler safety (see Letter #3, 
Comment 1).   In a subsequent communication, YARTS staff1 indicated a firm 
preference for the bus stop to remain inside the Caltrans Right-of-Way in the 
ÆÕÔÕÒÅȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ 9!243ȭ ÉÎÓÕÒÁÎÃÅ ÃÏÓÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÌÏ×ÅÒ ÆÏÒ Âus stops inside public rights 
ÏÆ ×ÁÙ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÕÓ ÓÔÏÐÓ ÏÎ ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙȢ    )Î ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÔÏ 9!243ȭ ÉÎÐÕÔ 
concerning the bus stop location, YARTS/Caltrans Mitigation TFFC 5.9(a-4) 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #8 (Housing) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #9 (SR 120/US 
395 Junction) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #10 
(ESTA/ESUSD/YARTS stops) 
Letter 3, Comments 1,3,  7, 13 
Letter 4, Comment 7 
Letter 9, Comment 1 
Letter 16, Comment 5 

 

1 Telephone communication with Cindy Kelly and Christine Chavez, YARTS staff, 17 January 2020. 
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Relocation of YARTS Stop:  Recommendation TFFC 5.9(a-4) is hereby DELETED 
from the DSEIR text including (a) Table 2-1, page 2-6, (b) DSEIR §5.9 (Traffic and 
Circulation) Summary of Project Impacts on page 5.9-1, (b) DSEIR §5.9-6 page 
5.9-9, and (d) DSEIR Table 10-3, page 10-12.   The deleted mitigation  measure is 
provided below: 
 

DELETED  

Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on YARTS 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on YARTS 

 
 

 
EVACUATION 
PLAN 

This FSEIR incorporates DSEIR Mitigation Measure SFTY 5.7(d) (Emergency 
Evacuation) into the Specific Plan, with added requirements, and deletes the 
measure from the MMRP.  Deleted Mitigation SFTY 5.7(d) and new Specific Plan 
Implementation Measure 2b(5) are shown below, with revisions to the language 
previously used in DSEIR Mitigation SFTY 5.7(d). 
 

DELETED  
NEW SPECIFIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE 2b(5): A public safety 
evacuation plan shall be prepared for use by onsite residents and businesses in 
the event of a natural disaster. The plan must be approved by LVFPD through 
the standard Ȭwill serveȭ letter required by the County, prior to the issuance of a 
building permit.  The plan shall be prepared in collaboration with and approved 
by Mono County EMS and the Mono County Sheriff. 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #6 (Secondary 
Access, Fire Safety) 

Letter 3, Comment 14 
Letter 8, Comments 3, 4 
Letter 15, Comment II.B.2 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on fire safety 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on fire safety  
 

 

AMENDED MEASURES  
 

 
LOW IMPACT 
DEVELOPMENT 

The stormwater management Low Impact Development (LID) BMP Program 
presented in DSEIR Mitigation Measure GEO 5.1(b), is hereby amended, with 
changes as shown below: 
 

AMENDED MITIGATION GEO 5.1(b) (Low Impact Development): The Low 
Impact Development Best Management Practices Program (LID BMPP) 
outlined in HYDRO 5.2(a-6)  shall be implemented through the life of the Tioga 
Specific Plan.  

 
Letter #7, Comment 3 

 
LEACHFIELD 
PERCOLATION 
STANDARDS 

4ÈÉÓ &3%)2 ÁÍÅÎÄÓ Ȭ-)4)'!4)/. HYDRO 5.2(b-2)(Leachfield Percolation 
StandardsɊȭ ÁÓ ÓÈÏ×Î ÂÅÌÏ×ȡ  
 

AMENDED MITIGATION HYDRO 5.2(b-2) (Leachfield Percolation 
Standards):  Percolation rates for the new leachfield shall be determined in 
accordance with procedures prescribed by LRWQCB. Where the percolation 
rates are faster than 5 MPI, the minimum distance to anticipated high 
groundwater shall be no less than 40 feet, based on information provided by the 
well logs drilled within 600 feet of the anticipated disposal location. (Note that 
ÔÈÅ ÃÒÉÔÅÒÉÁ ÆÏÒ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÉÎÇ Á ÍÉÎÉÍÕÍ ΪΦȭ ÄÉÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÔÏ ÇÒÏÕÎÄ×ÁÔÅÒ ×ÉÔÈ 
percolation rates faster than 5 MP was developed for effluent from septic 
systems, whereas project effluent from the wastewater treatment plant will be 
secondary treated and denitrified.  Thus the required depth to groundwater 
may be modified during the LRWQCB permitting process.)   

 
Letter #7, Comment 6 

 
CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 

This FSEIR amends MITIGATION CULT 5.4(a) (Discovery of Archaeological 
Resources) to provide new provisions regarding potential for discovery of 
archaeological resources on the project site as shown below: 

  

MITIGATION CULT 5.4(a). Discovery of Archaeological Resources: Prior to 
ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÁÎÙ ÅÁÒÔÈ×ÏÒË ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÓÉÔÅȟ 4ÈÅ -ÏÎÏ ,ÁËÅ +ÕÔÚÁÄÉËÁȭÁ 4ÒÉÂÅ 
shall receive reasonable compensation in an amount equivalent to 50 hours of 
time and travel costs.  The Tribe may use the 50 hours of compensated time for 
training of the onsite construction crew and/or for tribal monitoring, with the 
allocation of time to be at their discretion.  Additionally, all construction plans 
that require ground disturbance and excavation shall contain an advisory 

 
Letter #6, Comments 8, 9, 10 
Letter #13, Comment 1 
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statement that there is potential for exposing buried archaeological resources, 
which would require implementation of the procedures described below.  The 
interested Tribes shall be notified by postal mail and electronic mail no less than 
10 days prior to the initiation of any grading or earthwork.  Tribal monitors are 
invited to observe the work at any time, either as paid professionals within the 
50-hour pre-discovery allotted compensation or as non-paid volunteers. In the 
event of the discovery of archaeological resources during construction, ground 
disturbance shall be suspended within a 200-foot radius of the location of such 
discovery until the area can be evaluated by Tribal cultural resource experts 
assisted by a qualified archaeologist. The selection of the archaeologist will be 
approved by Mono County, the Mono Lake Kutzadika'a Tribe, Bridgeport Indian 
Colony, and the project proponent.  The Tribal cultural resource experts and the 
archaeologist shall be fairly compensated. Work shall not resume in the defined 
area until sufficient research and data collection are conducted to make a 
determination as to the significance of the resource. If the resource is 
determined to be significant and mitigation is required, the first priority shall be 
avoidance and preservation of the resource. All feasible recommendations of 
the Tribal cultural resource experts and archaeologist shall be implemented. 
Mitigation may include, but is not limited to, in-field documentation and 
recovery of specimens, laboratory analysis, preparation of a report detailing the 
methods and findings of the investigation, and curation at an appropriate 
collection facility. Evaluation and recommendations shall be developed in 
collaboration with the Kutzedika'a Indian Community of Lee Vining and the 
Bridgeport Indian Colony, and the tribes shall be responsible for determining 
who will monitor the subsequent ground disturbance. Post-discovery, the tribal 
monitor shall receive reasonable compensation2 for time and travel costs, 
beyond the 50-hour limit allocated for pre-discovery monitoring. 

 
PEDESTRIAN 
CONNECTIVITY 

4ÈÉÓ &3%)2 ÁÍÅÎÄÓ Ȭ-)4)'!4)/. 36#3 ΫȢήɉÁɊ ɉ0ÅÄÅÓÔÒÉÁÎ 3ÁÆÅÔÙɊȭ ÁÓ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÅÄ 
above under Ȭ0ÅÄÅÓÔÒÉÁÎ ,ÉÎËÁÇÅ ÁÎÄ 3ÁÆÅÔÙȭ  as shown below:  
 

AMENDED HUD MITIGATION SVCS 5.8(a) (Pedestrian Safety):  A 
meandering pathway, between Vista Point Drive and the site of the proposed 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (just northeast of the hotel site), shall be 
incorporated into the Tioga Concept Plan (including the original plan and 
Alternative 6).  The pathway shall be ADA compliant and designed for safe use 
by pedestrians, bicycles and by project utility carts serving the WWTP.   
Additionally, right-of-way (R/W) shall be reserved on the Concept Plan to 
extend between the path terminus at the WWTP and the northwestern-most 
property boundary. The R/W shall incorporate sufficient width to 
accommodate a future ADA-compliant pedestrian/ cycling pathway.  
Construction of a pedestrian/cycling path within the reserved R/W shall be 
triggered if and when Caltrans approves plans to implement a non-motorized 
connectivity project between Lee Vining and the SR120/US 395 intersection.   
 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #4 
(Connectivity) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #12 
(Significant Impacts) 
Letter #1, Comment 3 
Letter #3, Comment 9 
Letter #4, Comment 3 
Letter #5, Comment 3 
Letter #10, Comment 3b, 4a 
Letter #12, Comment I.C.5, I.D.9, 
II.D 
Letter #16, Comment 20 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on connectivity 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on connectivity  

 

NEW MEASURES  
 

 
STORMWATER  
BMPs 

The stormwater management Low Impact Development (LID) BMPs listed in 
DSEIR Mitigation Measure GEO 5.1(b) Table 5.2-4 are incorporated into a formal 
new Mitigation Measure HYDRO 5.2(a-6), with changes as shown below: 

 

 
Letter #7, Comment 3 

 

2 Reasonable compensation for pre-discovery and post-discovery tribal time and services shall include mileage at standard IRS rates, 
and an hourly fee (including monitoring and travel time) not to exceed $40. 



15 

 

NEW MITIGATION HYDRO 5.2(a-6) (Stormwater BMPs): In compliance with 
Mono County General Plan Appendix §25.010, the LID Best Stormwater 
Management Practices Program (LID BMPP) provided herein shall be 
implemented throughout the life of the Tioga Specific Plan.  Purposes of LID 
implementation are to keep polluted runoff water out of the rivers and lakes, 
use the chemical properties of soil and plants to remove pollutants from water, 
design subdivisions to clean their own stormwater rather than dumping it into 
streams or lakes, and preserve the natural water flow of the site beyond 
ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÄ ÃÏÄÅÓ ÁÎÄ ȬÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓ-as-usual.ȭ   

 

Low Impact Development Features of the Project 
NATURAL 
DRAINAGE 
CONTROLS 

Onsite flows will be carried in drainage conveyance facilities 
located along slopes and collection elements will be sited in 
natural depressions.  

RUNOFF 
COLLECTION AND 
TREATMENT 
 

Stormwater runoff will be collected into the new stormwater 
retention system, which is sized to accommodate a 
conservative infiltration rate of 5 minutes per inch.  Treatment 
will be provided by bioswales located in the landscaped areas 
of the parking lot.  Additional treatment facilities may be 
provided including placement of oil removal inserts in the 
inlets, or a separate oil treatment unit.   

ONSITE FLOW 
RETENTION 

Runoff and excess water will be maintained onsite up to the 
required 20-year storm design standard. 

INFILTRATION Use of rock swales & collection features to enhance filtration 
of pollutants. 

ROAD/PATH  RUN-
OFF SEPARATION  

Channels and/or swales will be used to create a separate 
between roads and pedestrian paths.  

ROAD DESIGN Road improvements will be the minimum required for public 
safety and emergency access, and will continue to feature 
traffic calming features including curvilinear design, low speed 
limits, posted turn restrictions, high visibility internal signage,  

CLUSTER DESIGN Onsite uses will feature compact design layouts that 
preserve open space and natural vegetation, and minimize 
energy costs. 

VEGETATION 
RETENTION 

Mature vegetation will be preserved, and native bitterbrush 
vegetation lost to fire will be replanted and irrigated until 
established.  

SCREENING The layout of proposed uses and design of grading contours 
will minimize offsite visibility of constructed elements. 

WATER USE FOR 
LANDSCAPING 

The project will comply with provisions of the Dept. of Water 
Resources Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. 

 

Note that the BMP shown in DSIER Mitigation for pervious materials has been 
deleted due to its ineffectiveness on frozen ground and loss of permeability as 
sediments deposit over time.  Stormwater runoff will be collected into the new 
stormwater retention system. 

 
SPILL AND 
LEAK BMPs 

A new Mitigation Measure HYDRO 5.2(a-7) has been added to specify BMPs for 
spills and leaks: 
 

NEW MITIGATION HYDRO 5.2(a-7) (BMPs for Spills and Leaks):  The Spill and 
Leak BMP Plan below shall be incorporated into and approved as part of the 
Board Order for the package wastewater treatment plant (WWTP).  The plan 
shall comply with all applicable requirements of the Lahontan Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, as stipulated in the Board Order, to ensure that onsite 
facilities have containment and other controls in place to prevent oil from 

 
Letter #7, Comment 4 
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reaching navigable waters and adjoining shorelines, and to contain and treat oil 
discharges onsite should a spill occur. 
 

Spill and Leak Best Management Practices Plan for the  
Tioga Community Housing Project 

SPILLS Ground surfaces at the gas station and housing area shall be regularly 
maintained in a clean and dry condition, including snow removal 
during winter months.   

Drip pans & funnels shall at all times be readily available to gas 
station customers & staff for use when draining or pouring fluids.  

At least 2 spill containment and cleaning kits shall at all times be 
readily available and properly labeled, with instructions, at all times 
for use by gas station customers and staff  

Kitty litter, sawdust or other absorbent material  shall at all times be 
readily available to gas station staff & customers, with instructions 
that the absorbent material is to be poured onto spill areas, and then 
placed in covered waste containers for disposal.  Wash down of spills 
shall be strictly prohibited. 

LEAK 
CONTROLS 

Drip pans & funnels shall at all times be accessible and readily 
available for use with stored vehicles.   

Drip pans shall be placed under the spouts of liquid storage containers.   

TRAINING All gas station employees, as well as the housing manager, shall be 
trained on spill & leak prevention practices annually.  

Signage shall be posted on the gas station service islands requesting 
that customers properly use, recycle and dispose of materials.  

FUELING Wash down of paved surfaces at the gas station and housing area 
shall be prohibited in any areas that flow into storm drains.  

Signs shall at all times be posted advising gas station customers not 
to overfill or top-off gas tanks, and all gas pumps shall be outfitted 
with automatic shutoff fuel dispensing nozzles. 

Fuel-dispensing areas shall be swept daily or more often to remove 
litter and debris, with proper disposal of swept materials. 

Rags and absorbents shall at all times be readily available for use by 
gas station staff & customers in case of leaks and spills. 

Outdoor waste receptacles and air/water supply areas shall be 
checked by gas station employees on a daily basis to ensure that 
receptacles are watertight and lids are closed. 

WASTE 
TREATMENT 
PLANT 

WWTP BMPs shall at a minimum include (a) work areas, walkways 
and stairwells shall be maintained clear of loose materials and trash. 
(b) Spills such as grease, oil or chemicals shall be cleaned up 
immediately, (c) Combustible trash (such as paper, wood and oily 
rags) shall not be allowed to accumulate, (d) All chemicals and 
combustible liquids shall be stored in in approved containers and 
away from sources of ignition and other combustible materials, (e) 
Oily rags shall be placed in metal containers with lids, (f) Adequate 
clearances shall be maintained around electrical panels, and 
extension cords shall be maintained in good conditions.  Remote 
security scans shall be conducted on  a daily basis, with weekly walk-
through inspections, bi-annual site reviews, annual BMP plan 
oversight inspections, and reevaluation of the WWTP BMP plan no 
less than once every 5 years.   

WASHING No vehicle washing shall be permitted at the gas station or housing 
area unless a properly designed wash area is provided & designated 
on the project site. 

If a wash area is provided on the project site, it shall be located near a 
clarifier or floor sump, properly designed, paved and well-marked.  
Gas station employees (as well as the housing manager, if relevant) 
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shall be trained in use and maintenance of the designated wash area.  
Washwaters shall be contained, cleaned and recycled.  

Detergents sold & used at the gas station shall be biodegradable and 
free of phosphates. 

 

 
WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
PLANT  
MONITORING 

A new Mitigation Measure HYDRO 5.2(b-5) has been added requiring installation 
of wells to monitor wastewater treatment plant discharges: 

 

NEW MITIGATION HYDRO 5.2(b-5) (Groundwater Quality Monitoring):  At a 
minimum, the project will provide 1 upgradient and 2 downgradient monitoring 
wells, in locations and at depths to be established by the Lahontan Board during 
the Wastewater Treatment Plant permit approval process.  Monitoring well 
locations and depths of well construction will be as proposed by a licensed 
hydrogeologist as part of a Work Plan for permitting of the WWTP, as reviewed 
and accepted by the Board.    

 
Letter #7, Comment 5 

 
NITROGEN 
REMOVAL 

As noted above, a new mitigation measure has been added to require that 
groundwater monitoring wells be installed upgradient and downgradient of the 
wastewater discharge points. If monitoring data indicate that groundwater 
salinity levels are increasing, nitrogen removal systems will be added to the 
package treatment plant as shown in new Mitigation Measure HYDRO 5.2(b-6):  
 

NEW MITIGATION HYDRO 5.2(b-6) (Nitrogen Removal). In the event that 
data from the groundwater monitoring wells show a sustained increase in 
groundwater salinity levels, nitrogen removal systems will be added to the 
package wastewater treatment system as needed to maintain baseline salinity 
levels in the underlying groundwater aquifer.     

 
Letter #7, Comments #5, 7  

 
REVEGETATION 
OF 
TEMPORARILY 
DISTURBED 
AREAS 
(Mitigation 
Measure and 
Specific Plan 
revision) 
 
 

A new mitigation measure has been developed to specify procedures for 
revegetation of temporarily disturbed areas on the project site: 
  
NEW MITIGATION BIO 5.3(a-6)(Revegetation of Temporarily Disturbed 
Areas): The following measures shall be provided for all project areas where 
temporary disturbance occurs due to earthwork and grading: 

 

(a) TOPSOILS:  During earthwork, topsoil that must be disturbed in relatively 
weed-ÆÒÅÅ ÈÁÂÉÔÁÔÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÒÅÍÏÖÅÄ ÔÏ Á ÄÅÐÔÈ ÏÆ ΧΨȱ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÏÃËÐÉÌÅÄ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ 
margins of temporarily disturbed areas for reuse during replanting.  Stockpiles 
will be used within one year of the completion of construction. During storage, 
topsoil will be armored to (a) minimize dust emissions, and (b) optimize 
survival of native seeds during replanting.  
 

(b) SCREENING:  Trees to be planted onsite for screening include native single 
leaf pinyon, Jeffrey pine, quaking aspen, and seeded mountain mahogany. 
Non-native Italian poplar sterile male transplants may be used in areas where 
rapid screening growth is desired.   Screening trees will be planted densely to 
compensate for up to 50% mortality prior to maturation. Irrigation and plant 
protection will be provided as needed to attain optimal tree growth, tree 
health, and screening efficacy. 
 

(c) BITTERBRUSH:  Bitterbrush will be a chief component of the planting 
palette (see shrubs listed on the amended Plant Palette, Specific Plan Table 8-
13), except adjacent to roads (SR 203 and US 395), where low-growing shrub 
will be planted to restore plant cover to allow drivers greater visibility of 
approaching deer. Within 250ȭ of these roads, curl-leaf rabbitbrush & desert 
peach will be the only shrubs included in revegetation efforts. 
 

(d) SEED MIX ADJACENT TO ROADS:  The seed mix to be used adjacent to 
roads (including the protected corridor along US 395, see Specific Plan Exhibit 
8-2) shall consist of 1) curl-leaf rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus, 1-2 ft 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #1 (Aesthetics) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #2 (Light & 
Glare) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #3 
(Alternatives) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #5 (Deer) 
TOPICAL RESPONSE #7 (Phasing) 
Letter #1, Comments 1, 2, 3 
Letter #4, Comment 2 
Letter #6, Comment 5 
Letter #7, Comments 3, 8  
Letter #10, Comments 3d, 5 
Letter #12, Comments I.A.4, I.A.5, 
I.A.6, I.C.1, I.D.1, I.D.4.a, I.D.4.h, 
II.D.4 
Letter #13, Comments 7, 16  
Letter #17 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on landscaping 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on landscaping 
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maximum ht) and 2) desert peach (Prunus andersonii,2 ft), both of which are 
fast-growing, and currently abundant on-site especially where the soil and 
vegetation has been disturbed. 
 

(e) WEED CONTROL:  Weed control will be practiced in all temporarily 
disturbed habitats. Soil stockpiles will be included in weed controls. As the 
most invasive weeds in the project area are annual species, annual control 
scheduling will include at least one application prior to flowering and seed 
production. Weed control efficacy will be evaluated for the first five years 
following the completion of construction-related disturbance, during annual 
monitoring in fall. 
 

(f) MONITORING: Landscape plantings shall be monitored over a period of 5 
years by a qualified biologist. The progress of revegetation will be evaluated at 
the end of each growing season and reported with regard to attainment of 
success criteria: 1) after 5 years, at least six live native shrubs per 4 square 
meters or 10% total living shrub canopy cover will be present, 2) within 
screening areas, at least one live tree per 4 square meters will be present, 3) 
weeds will together establish less than 10% canopy cover in sampled 4 square 
meter quadrats.   If it appears at the time of annual monitoring that any of 
these success criteria may not be met after 5 years, recommendations for 
specific remediations including re-planting or additional weed control will be 
provided in the annual monitoring report. 

 
ESTA AND 
ESUSD BUS 
STOPS 

A new mitigation measure has been incorporated to specify the location and 
maintenance of ESTA and ESUSD bus access and bus stops on the Tioga 
property, as shown below: 
   

NEW MITIGATION LU 5.5(b-2) (ESTA/ESUSD Bus Stops):  The ESUSD bus stop 
and turnaround area will be provided in the full-service restaurant parking lot 
with a path connecting to the Day Care Center.  The ESTA bus stop and 
turnaround will be in the vicinity of the hotel access road.  The ESTA and 
ESUSD bus stops, turnaround areas and access roads shall be maintained in a 
safe condition at all times, including snow removal during winter months.   

TOPICAL RESPONSE #1 (Buses) 
Letter #3, Comments 6, 8 
Letter #5, Comment 1 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on bus services 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on bus services 

 
SECONDARY 
ACCESS, FIRE 
SERVICE, FIRE 
RISK 

Topical Response #6 of this FSEIR describes a new plan to incorporate a 
secondary emergency access along the SCE easement. as well as a new 
mitigation measure requiring that an encroachment permit be obtained from 
#ÁÌÔÒÁÎÓ ÉÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÇÁÔÅ ÉÓ ÌÏÃÁÔÅÄ ÉÎÓÉÄÅ #ÁÌÔÒÁÎÓȭ ÒÉÇÈÔ-of-way, as 
shown below: 
 

NEW MITIGATION SFTY 5.7(d-2) (Encroachment Permit):  An encroachment 
permit shall be obtained from Caltrans if the secondary access gate is located 
inside the Caltrans right-of-way.   

 

  

TOPICAL RESPONSE #6 (Secondary 
Access, Fire Safety) 
Letter #2, Comment 3 
Letter #3, Comment 14 
Letter #8, Comments 2-5 
Letter #10, Comments 3a and 3g 
Letter #11, Comment 1 
Letter #15, Comment II.B.2 
Letter #16, Comment 15 
Letter #18, Comment 1 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on secondary access 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on secondary access 

 
AUTOMATED 
DEFIB-
RILLATOR 

A new Mitigation Measure SVCS 5.8(a-2) has been added as shown below: 
 

NEW MITIGATION SVCS 5.8(a-2) (Defibrillators): !Ô ÌÅÁÓÔ Ô×Ï Ȭ!ÕÔÏÍÁÔÅÄ 
%ØÔÅÒÎÁÌ $ÅÆÉÂÒÉÌÌÁÔÏÒȭ ÕÎÉÔÓ ɉÁÌÓÏ ËÎÏ×Î ÁÓ ÐÏÒÔÁÂÌÅ ÄÅÆÉÂÒÉÌÌÁÔÏÒÓɊ ÓÈÁÌÌ ÂÅ 
maintained in good working condition at the housing area.  At a minimum, one 
Automated External Defibrillator unit shall be provided at the day care center 
(at the north end of the housing complex), and a second unit at the 
southeastern-most housing structure.  The onsite Community Housing 
Manager shall receive training in use of the portable device.  The onsite housing 

 
Letter #8, Comment 6 
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manager shall also be trained in emergency shutdown, and take responsibility 
for scheduling an annual walk-through. 

 
SR 120 RIGHT-
OF-WAY 
CLARIFICATION 

The segment of SR 120 adjacent to the project site is an access-controlled 
highway, and will remain an access-controlled highway following redesignation 
of SR 120 as a conventional highway.  Access rights were purchased by Caltrans 
with access openings (location/width) specifically defined; tÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȭÓ ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ 
driveway width is 30-feet.  The project proposes to continue using the existing 
SR 120 driveway, but the paved driveway exceeds the defined width by about 6-
ft.  The YARTS walkway, which is about 6-ft, also contributes to the width, 
making the current access opening width about 42-ft.  NEW Mitigation Measure 
5.9(a-5), below, will resolve the access-rights conflict. 

 

ȰNEW MITIGATION 5.9(a-5) (Access Rights):  The owner shall resolve SR 120 
ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÒÉÇÈÔ ÌÏÃÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÎÄ ×ÉÄÔÈÓ ÐÕÒÓÕÁÎÔ ÔÏ #ÁÌÔÒÁÎÓȭ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ 2ÉÇÈÔ-of-
Way process.ȱ   

 
Letter #3, Comments 4, 14, 15 

 
YARTS  
ACCESS 

A new mitigation measure has been added requiring safe interior routes to 
access the YARTS bus stop.  
 

NEW MITIGATION TFFC 5.9(a-7) (YARTS access).  The project plan shall 
incorporate a pedestrian pathway between the Community Housing area and 
the YARTS bus stop, and a pedestrian crosswalk at the Vista Point entry.   

TOPICAL RESPONSE #10 (Buses) 
Letter 3, Comments 6, 8 
Letter 5, Comment 1 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on YARTS 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on YARTS 

OUTDOOR 
LIGHTING  
PLAN 

A new mitigation measure has been added to address the significant concerns 
pertaining to project lighting.   
 

NEW MITIGATION AES 5.12(c-2) (Outdoor Lighting Plan): An outdoor 
lighting plan must be submitted with the building permit application and 
approved by the Community Development Department before the building 
permit can be issued.  The plan shall comply with Chapter 23 of the Mono 
County General Plan and provide detailed information including but not 
limited to:  (a) manufacturer-provided information showing fixture diagrams 
and light output levels.  Mono County has indicated that the fixture type 
exceptions listed under Chapter 23.050.E (1, 2 and 3) will be prohibited in 
this project, and that only full cutoff luminaires with light source downcast 
and fully shielded, with no light emitted above the horizontal plane, are 
permitted; (b) the proposed location, mounting height, and aiming point of 
all outdoor lighting fixtures; and (c) drawings for all relevant building 
elevations showing the fixtures, the portions of the elevations to be 
illuminated, the illuminance level of the elevations, and the aiming point for 
any remote light fixture.  Chapter 23 gives CDD discretion to require 
additional information following Plan review including but not limited to: (a) 
a written narrative of demonstrate lighting objectives, (b) photometric data, 
(c) a Color-Rendering Index (CRI) of all lamps and other information about 
the proposed lighting fixtures, (d) a computer-generated photometric grid 
ÓÈÏ×ÉÎÇ ÆÏÏÔÃÁÎÄÌÅ ÒÅÁÄÉÎÇÓ ÅÖÅÒÙ ΧΦȭ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ ÁÎÄ ΧΦȭ ÂÅÙÏÎÄ 
the property lines, and/or landscaping information to describe potential 
screening.  In addition to the above, the project shall include landscaping to 
shield offsite views of lighting and shall be prohibited from allowing 
seasonal lighting displays (including use of multiple low-wattage bulbs) 
except that seasonal lighting shall be permitted on the north, south and 
west facing building sides that are not visible to the public viewshed. 

TOPICAL RESPONSE #2 (Light & 
Glare) 
Letter 1, Comment 1 
Letter 6, Comment 4 
Letter 10, Comment 3d 
Letter 12, Comment I.A.5, I.A.6, 
I.D.4.g, II.A-II.D 
Letter 15, Comment I.B.1 
Letter 16, Comment 18 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on light/glare 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on light/glare 
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BEAR-
RESISTANT 
RECEPTACLES 
(Specific Plan 
Amendment 
Item) 

A new provision has been added to Specific Plan Implementation measure 1f(7) 
that will allow eviction of residents who fail to use the onsite bear-resistant  trash 
receptacles, as shown below:   
 

NEW Specific Plan Implementation Measure 1f(7):  ȰResidents shall be required 
to use the bear-resistant receptacles and dumpsters that will be provided onsite 
for trash disposal; enforcement of this regulation shall include eviction 
following 2 ÁÄÖÉÓÏÒÙ ÎÏÎÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÎÏÔÉÃÅÓ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÒȢȱ 

 

Letter 12, Comment I.C.4 
Letter 16, Comment 15 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual 
comments on waste receptacles 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated 
comments on waste receptacles 
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SECTION 3 

 
 

 

3.1 OVERVIEW OF COMMENTS RECEIVED 
 

Nine hundred four (904) comment letters were received over the course of the DSEIR public review period, as discussed in 
FSEIR §1.3.  A significant majority of these comment letters (697 ÌÅÔÔÅÒÓɊ ÕÔÉÌÉÚÅÄ Á ȬÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÄ ÆÏÒÍÁÔȭ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÁÓ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄ ÂÙ 
the Mono Lake Committee.  The remaining 207 letters were sent by agencies, organizations and citizens who provided 
individual comment letters.  Many of these individual letters identify specific issues for review and consideration, and many 
express personal views and concerns for consideration by the Board of Supervisors, and/or request that the Board of 
Supervisors act to deny or approve the project.  Formal responses were prepared to address the 19 comment letters that 
raised technical or documentary questions, identified regulatory and permitting requirements, represented issues raised in 
other generated and individual comment letters, and/or made specific recommendations regarding the project and 
proposed alternatives. 
 

Table 3-1 (on the following page) lists the 19 individual letters for which formal responses have been prepared, including 
the author of the comments, a summary of comments and issues raised in each letter, a cross-references to Topical 
Responses that discuss the issues raised and to other comment letters that address the issues of concern.  The formal 
comments and responses for these 19 letters are presented in FSEIR §5.0.  Table 5-1 in FSEIR §5 provides a detailed list of 
issues raised in each of the nineteen comment letters. 
   

Table 3-2 lists the 188 additional individual comment letters.  As with the 19 letters in Table 3-1, the questions and concerns 
raised in these individual letters shaped the focus and content of the Topical Responses.  Table 3-2 provides a cross 
reference to the Topical Responses and other comment letters that addressed the issues of concern.  
 

Table 3-3 lists the 697 generated comment letters.  Topical Responses #1 and #2 (in particular) were shaped around the 
issues raised in these generated comment letters, and Table 3-3 provides a cross reference to the Topical Responses and 
other comment letters that addressed the issues of concern. Several of the generated comment letters included 
individualized comments; these are marked in Table 3-3 with asterisks (**) in the final column, and the individual comments 
ɉÍÁÎÙ ÏÆ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÌÓÏ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÅÄ Á ȬÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÄȭ ÆÏÒÍÁÔɊ ÁÒÅ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÁÂÌÅȢ   
 

Copies of all comment letters are provided in the FSEIR appendices.  FSEIR Appendix A provides copies of the 207 individual 
letters (including the 19 letters for which formal responses have been prepared).  FSEIR Appendix B provides copies of the 
697 ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔ ÌÅÔÔÅÒÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÕÔÉÌÉÚÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÄ ÆÏÒÍÁÔȭɊȢ  #ÏÍÍÅÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÅÁÃÈ ÔÁÂÌÅ and appendix are presented in 
alphabetical order ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔÅÒȭÓ ÌÁÓÔ ÎÁÍÅ, and all comment letters will be considered by the Board of 
Supervisors. 
 

The format of the Generated Letters included 7 standardized comments, plus opportunity for additional comments if 
desired.  A complete list of the Generated Letters is provided in Table 4-2.  The 7 standardized comments are listed below 
along with the number of commenters who checked each of the listed items: 
 

¶ The project's visual impacts are significant, and the proponent has not considered sufficient mitigation to screen the Tioga 
Inn Community Housing Village (approximately 522 commenters checked this item). 

¶ The Final SEIR needs to include project alternatives that reduce the visual and aesthetic impacts to a less than significant 
level (approximately 476 commenters checked this item). 
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¶ This project should not be visible from South Tufa or Hwy 395 south of the Tioga Pass junction (approximately 483 
commenters checked this item). 

¶ I urge Mono County to make additional efforts to balance the needs of the project with the unique, wild, and beautiful nature 
of this special place. The current draft project does not include alternatives that mitigate the identified impacts so that a good 
project can go forward (approximately 556 commenters checked this item). 

¶ Mono Lake, the Gateway of Yosemite National Park, the community of Lee Vining, and scenic Mono County deserve a better 
project design than the one currently proposed (approximately 475 commenters checked this item). 

¶ The previously approved hotel and restaurant already received special Mono County approval to create permanent adverse 
visual impacts. Now the proponent seeks to expand the project and create significant new visual impacts that will affect 
highway travelers and Mono Lake visitors every day. All visual impacts should be evaluated, and mitigated, at once-not in 
pieces (approximately 496 commenters checked this item). 

¶ There are cumulative adverse impacts to migrating deer with this project, and there is no planned immediate, enforceable 
mitigation that will reduce additional vehicle impacts with deer and other wildlife (approximately 486 commenters checked 
this item). 

 

Many of the generated format letters included individual comments.  Below is a summary of the number of individual 
comments for the topics raised: 

¶ Aesthetics: approximately 85 people made additional comments about aesthetics.  

¶ Conservation: approximately 50 people added comments about ecosystem or wildlife conservation.  

¶ Glare: approximately 50 people added comments about light pollution. 

¶ Traffic: approximately 20 people added comments about traffic or parking.  

¶ Water scarcity: approximately 15 people added comments about water scarcity, supply or disposal. 

¶ Services: approximately 15 people made additional comments about the strain on public services.  

¶ Atmosphere/serenity/community feel: approximately 15 people added comments about preserving the 
atmosphere, the serenity, the local character or small town feel of the Lee Vining area.  

¶ Impact to Lee Vining economy: approximately 10 people expressed concerns about project impacts on the Lee 
Vining economy.  

 

Additional issues that came up in more than one of the generated letters include:  

¶ Demographic shifts 

¶ Overdevelopment 

¶ Crowding 

¶ Noise,  

¶ Winter viability 

¶ Verification that uses will be as stated 

¶ Changes that may result if/when development is sold 

¶ Lack of affordable housing 
  

.ÏÔÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÄÄÅÄ ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔÓ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ȬÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÄȭ ÌÅÔÔÅÒÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÁÌÓÏ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ȬÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÄȭ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ 
concerns, and some of the generated letters did not check any of the standard comments or provide added comments, but 
did submit the generated form with their names.  All of the generated comment letters are included.  
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TABLE 3-1. Tioga Community Housing Comment Letters   
addressed in FSEIR Section 5 (Responses to Comments) 

 

LETTER 
# 

LETTER 
SOURCE 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS  
AND ISSUES RAISED 

 
ALSO SEE:3 

1 Californians for 
Western 
Wilderness 
(CalUWild) 

1.  Aesthetics Light and Glare TR #1 
2.  Wildlife TR#5 
3.  DSEIR Adequacy TR #13 

2 California Dept. of 
Forestry & Fire 
Protection 
(CalFire) 

1.   Road Access and Turning Radius TR #6 

2.   Road Distances and Lane Widths TR #6 
 3.   Secondary Access TR #6 

 
3 

 
California  
Dept. of  
Transportation 
(CalTrans) 

1     Mitigation Measures and Recommendations TRs #4, #5, #9 
2     Site Context Map Exhibit 4-1 
3     Roads, Circulation and Access TRs #4, #6, #9 
4     Mapped Right-of-Way Line EXHIBIT 4-1 
5     Deer Passage Mitigation TR #5 
6     ESTA Short-Range Transit Plan TR #10 
7     YARTS TR #10 
8     SR120/US395 Traffic Impact Mitigation  TR #9 
9     Significance after Mitigation TR #12 
10   Aesthetics, Light & Glare, Scenic Resources TRs #1, #2 
ΧΧ   #ÁÌÔÒÁÎÓȭ 3ÃÅÎÉÃ (ÉÇÈ×ÁÙ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍ TR #1 
12   Visual Impact System Analysis TR #1 
13   SR 120 Access Controls  TR #6 
14   Secondary Access TR #6 
15   Access Control Fence TR #6 
16   Update to Project Conditions - 

 
4 

 
Cutting, Lisa 

1    Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 1, Objective A TR #14 
2    Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 1, Objective C TR #14 
3    Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 1, Objective D TR #14 
4    Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 1, Objective E TR #14 
5    Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 1, Objective F TR #14 
6    Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 2, Objective A TR #14 
7    Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 2, Objective B TR #14 
8    Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 2, Objective C TR #14 
9    Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 3, Objective A TR #14 
10  Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 3, Objective B TR #14 
11  Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 3, Objective C TR #14 
12   DSEIR Public Review Process TR #13 
13   Specific Plans - 
14   Gateway Community TRs #1, #3 
15   Conclusion   - 

 

3 Ȭ42ȭ ÉÓ ÁÎ ÁÂÂÒÅÖÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ Ȭ4ÏÐÉÃÁÌ 2ÅÓÐÏÎÓÅȢȭ ! ÄÁÓÈ ɉȬ-ȬɊ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ÒÁÉÓÅÄȟ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅÓ ÔÈÅÒÅÔÏȟ ÁÒÅ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ ÔÏ 
and discussed in the cited comment and response, but not addressed in a Topical Response or in other comment letters. 
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5 Eastern Sierra  
Transit Authority  

 

1    ESTA bus stop requirements 
 

TR #10 

 
6 

 
Houseworth, 
Alice 

1    Notice of EIR Preparation - 
2    Visual Impact Assessment - 
3    Project Location TR #4 
4    Dark Sky Regulations TR #2 
5    Alternatives TR #3 
6    Significant Unavoidable Impacts TR #12 
7    Domestic Pets - 
8    Archaeological and Tribal Discoveries - 
9    Tribal Consultation  - 
10  Tribal Agreement - 
11  Tribal Cultural Resource Impacts - 

 
7 

 
Lahontan 
Regional Water 
Quality Control 
Board 

1    Permits - 
2    Impacts to Waters of California & the United States - 
3    Low Impact Development Strategies for Stormwater     - 
4    Avoidance and Impact Analysis - 
5    Water Quality & Wastewater Reuse or Disposal - 
6    Effluent Discharge - 
7    Monitoring Wells - 
8    Recycled Water Policy Compliance - 

 
8 

 
Lee Vining  
Fire Protection 
District 

1    Introduction and Consultation - 

2    Fire Infrastructure Review, Permitting, Phasing - 
3    Emergency Plan TR #6 
4    Secondary Access TR #6 
5    Emergency Medical Services - 
6    Onsite Equipment and Personnel - 

9 McFarland, Paul 1    Project Objectives TRs #8, #13 
2    Mitigations TR #12 
3    Off-Road Vehicles - 

 
10 

 
 
Miller, Sally 

1    DSEIR Inconsistencies and Inaccuracies TR #8 
2    Specific Plan is Outdated TRs #6, #7, #13 
3a  Community Concerns/Mitigations - Fire Safety TR #6 
3b  Community Concerns/Mitigations - Pedestrian Safety TR #4 
3c   Community Concerns/Mitigations-Parking, Congestion TR #10 
3d   Night Skies and Visual Impacts TR #2 
3e   Physically Divide the Community TR #14 
3f   Population Growth TR #8 
3g  Fire Risk TR #6  
4a  Mitigation is Inadequate TRs #4, #5, #8, #12  
4b  Aesthetic Mitigation TR #1 
5     Alternatives TR #3 
6     Housing Need TR #8 
7     Conclusions  TR Nos. 3, 4, 6, 7, 12, 13 

11 Mono City FPD. 1    Secondary Emergency Access  TR #6 

 
12 

 
Mono  
Lake Committee 

I         Introduction -  
I.A.1  Visual, Aesthetic and Scenic Impacts TR #1 
I.A.2   Scenic Resources and Analysis TR #1 



[Type text] [Type text] Tioga Community Housing FSEIR 

25 

 

I.A.3    Visual Simulations TR #1 
I.A.4   Extent of Impact on South Tufa TR #1 
I.A.5    Extent of Impact on Dark Skies TR #2 
I.A.6    Scenic Combining District Conflict TR #2 
I.A.7    Scenic Highway Visual Impact Scoring - 
I.A.8    Mitigation of Aesthetic/Visual Impacts TRs #1, #3 
I.B.1    Project Water Demands TR #11 
I.B.2    Groundwater Impacts on Lee Vining Creek, Springs TR #11 
I.B.3    Groundwater Impacts on Neighboring Properties TR #11 
I.B.4    Drainage and Erosion - 
I.C        Biological Resources TR #5 
I.C.1    Extent of Impacts on Mule Deer TR #5 
I.C.2    Pet Enclosures, Leashing, Causes for Eviction  - 
I.C.3     Protected Corridor along US 395 TR #5 
I.C.4     Waste Receptacles - 
I.C.5     Deer Passage, Cumulative Impact Mitigation TR #5 
I.C.6     Significance after Mitigation (deer passage) TRs #5, #6 
I.D.1     Land Use Planning, Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area TR #1 
I.D.2     Physically Divide a Community TR #14 
I.D.3     Community Plan: Maintain Natural Values TR #14 
I.D.4.a  Community Plan Obj. 10C:  Design Compatibility; Edges, 

Open Space 
TR #14 

I.D.4.b  Community Plan: Conditions for High Intensity Uses TR #14 
I.D.4.c  Community Plan:  Design for High Intensity Uses TR #14 
I.D.4.d  Community Plan:  Siting/Design to Preserve Scenic Vistas TR #14 

I.D.4.e    Community Plan: Views to link Community/ Environment TR #14 
I.D.4.f    Support Recycling - 
I.D.4.g   Retrofit Lights per Dark Sky Regulations TR #2 
I.D.4.h   Design for visual compatibility with Lee Vining TR #1 
I.D.5       Maintain natural, historical recreational attributes  TR #4 
I.D.6       Project lacks convenient connection to Lee Vining TR #4 
I.D.7       Uses that retain Small-Town  Character TRs #8, #14 
I.D.8       Infrastructure & Services to Support Development/ Safety TRs #6, #8, #14 
I.D.9       Diversified, Sustainable Local Economy  TR #8 
I.D.10     Enhance and Support Tourism - 
I.D.11     Diverse Economic Base, Employment Opportunity TR #14 
I.D.12     Build Healthy Social Connections and Interactions  TR #14 
I.D.13     Encourage Volunteerism - 
II.             Mitigations and Alternatives TR #1 
II.A          Principles for Visual and Scenic Impacts TR #1 
II.B          Project Placement TR #1 
II.C          Alternatives: Design, Location, Uses TRs #3, #6  
II.D         Mitigations:  Grading, Berms, Setbacks/ Heights, Unit 

Number & Separation, LEED, Parking, Connectivity,  
TRs  #1, #3 

III.          Reference Projects   - 
IV          Conclusion     - 

  1            Tribal Monitors - 
2            Project impact on Groundwater TR #11 
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13 Mono  Lake 
+ÕÔÚÁÄÉËÁȭÁ 4ÒÉÂÅ 

3            Loss of Habitat - 
4            Failure to Provide Affordable Housing TR #8 
5             Paleontological Resources - 
6            Special Status Species - 
7            Noxious Weeds - 
8            Increased Population TR #8 

14 Rivasplata, 
Antero & 
Melinda  

1            Introduction, DSEIR Clarity and Relevance - 

2            Traffic and Circulation - 

3            Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases - 

4            Mitigation Measures TRs #4, #5, #9, #12 

 
15 

 
Shute Mihaly 
Weinberger, LLP 

I.1         1993 Entitlements TR #13 

II.A       Project Description is Incomplete TRs #7, #8 

II.B.1   Significant Effects: Visual & Aesthetic Impacts TRs #1, #2 

II.B.2   Significant Effects:  Wildfire, Fire Protection TR #6 

II.B.3   Significant Effects:  Biological Resources    TR #5 

II.B.4   Significant Effects:  Traffic and VMT TR #9 

II.B.5   Significant Effects:  Greenhouse Gases - 

II.B.6   Significant Effects:  Population and Housing  TRs #8, #10 

II.B.7   Significant Effects:  Land Use TRs #1, #8, #14 

II.C       Alternatives TRs #1, #3 

 
16 

 
Sierra Club-
Toiyabe  
Chapter 

1           Likelihood of Hotel Construction - 
2           Housing as a Regional Issue TR #8 
3           Phasing of hotel and housing construction TRs #7, #8 
4           1993 Entitlements TR #1, #8, #13 
5           Fossil Fuel Concerns #1 - 
6           Fossil Fuel Concerns #2 - 
7           Fossil Fuel Concerns #3 - 
8           Fossil Fuel Concerns #4 - 
9           Fossil Fuel Concerns #5 - 
10        Fossil Fuel Concerns #6 TR #1 
11        Groundwater Pumping Concerns #1 TR #11 
12        Groundwater Pumping Concerns #2 TR #11 
13        Groundwater Pumping Concerns #3 TR #11 
14        Groundwater Pumping Concerns #4 - 
15        Wildlife Movements TR #5 
16       Visual Concerns #1-Simulations TR #1 
17       Visual Concerns #2-Day Care TR #1 
18       Visual Concerns #3-Night Sky TR #2 
19       Number of Units TR #7 
20      Connectivity to Lee Vining TR #4 

17 
 

Strauss, Emilie 

 
 

1         Natural Communities on the Site - 

18 
 

Strelneck, David 
1         Emergency Management Systems - 
2         Schools - 

19 Uptegrove, Jane 
PE 

1         Seismic Risk - 
2         Unstable Soils - 
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TABLE 3-2. Tioga Community Housing DSEIR Individual Comment Letters Submitted for Consideration  
by Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors when Making Project Decisions  

 

SOURCE 
 

ISSUES RAISED 
 

 ALTS, CEQA, 
SCOPE,  

PHASING, 
MITIGATIONS 

WATER 
QUALITY & 
SUPPLY,  

SANITATION 

TRAFFIC  AND 
CIRCULATION, 
MULTIMODAL 

CLIMATE, 
GHG, AIR 
QUALITY, 

NOISE 

BIOLOGICAL,  
ECOLOGICAL 
GEOLOGICAL 

VALUES  

AESTHETICS, 
GLARE, VIEWS, 

SIGNS,   
NIGHT SKIES 

PUBLIC 
SERVICES,  
SAFETY, 

FACILITIES 

ARCHAEO, 
PALEO, 

CULTURAL, 
HISTORICAL 

LAND USE, 
COMMUNITY 
CHARACTER, 
RECREATION 

POPULATION, 
HOUSING/ 

HOUSING NEED, 
EMPLOYMENT 

TOPICAL RESPONSES 
& COMMENTS  THAT 
DISCUSS THE ISSUES 

RAISED  
 

TR#3, #7,  
#13; Letters 
#1, #3, #4, 
#6, #7, #8, 

#10, #12, #13, 
#14, #15, #16   

TR #11;  
Letters #7, 
#12,#13, 

#16 

TR #5, #9, 
#10; Letters 
#2, #3, #4, 
#10, #11, 
#12, #16 

 

Letters 
#12, #14, 

#15 

 TR #1, #2, #3, 
#5, #11;  

Letters #1, #4, 
#6, #7, #10, 

#12, #13, #16, 
#17, #19  

TR #1, #3; 
Letters #1,  
#3, #4, #6, 

#10, #12, #15, 
#16 

 

TR #6;  
Letters #2, 
#3, #5, #7, 
#8, #9, #11  

 

Letters #6, 
#12, #13 

TR #8, #13; 
Letters #4, #6, 
#9, #10, #12, 
#13, #15, #16 

TR #8; 
Letters #10, 

#12, #13, #15, 
#16, #18 

 
 

ABBOTT, Alice    V   V   V  

ABBOTT,Randy  V          

ANDERSON, Grace  V     V     

ANDREWS, Jerry   V
4       V   

ASHBY, Paul   V  V V V    V 

AUDENREID, Cara, 
Cicely, Joey  

  V   V V  V  

BADE, Alan &  
Wendy Gollop 

V    V V     

BADE, Eleanor  V          

BAGGS, Lloyd  V     V     

BAKEWELL, Robert       V   V  

BARBER, Jessica  V  V  V V V  V V 

BARNGROVE, Sally      V   V  

BARRY, Matthew      V V   V V 

BASSLER, Gloria      V V   V  

BECK, Fred           V 

BOIES, Sharon   V   V V V  V V 

 

4 In response to concerns raised by Mr. Andrews regarding his onsite well, please see Letter 13 Comment 2.  
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BOWMAN, Sandra & 
Nicholas Parish 

V     V     

BOYERS, Laurel    V   V   V  

BRACKSIEK, George       V    V 

BROTHERS, Virginia       V     

BROWN, Kevin  V     V V  V V 

BUELL, Katy  V V   V    V 

BUELOW, Chad       V     

BUNCE, Dick & Deane  V     V     

CAMARA, Tom    V  V V     

CARLE, Ryan  V    V V V   V 

CARLE, David  V V V   V V V V V 

CHRISTENSEN, Anna      V V V  V  

COLWELL, Alison V  V   V   V V 

CORNELL, Craig       V V V V V 

DEROSE, Margie           V 

DESBAILLETS, Susan  V  V   V V  V V 

DEWITT, Karen      V V     

DIETRICK, Jan  & 
Ron Whitehurst 

 V  V V V V    

DILEANIS, Peter  V V V   V V V V  

DIPAOLO, Robbie      V V    V 

EGRIE, Joan       V     

EISSLER, Margaret  V  V V V V V  V V 

ENNS, Carol     V       

ERICKSON, Terry  V     V    V 

ESCALLIER, Nancy    V   V     

EVENDEN, Jeanne       V     

FANUCCHI, Krista  V    V V    V 

FERRELL-INGRAM, 
Karen  

V V V  V V V   V 

FIDDLER, Claude    V V V V V    

FINNEY, Steven  V     V   V  

FOGG, Jora   V   V V V  V  

FRIAR, Linda          V V 
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FUECHSEL, Celeste      V V   V  

GARBERSON, Jeff & 
Carol  

 V   V V V  V  

GALT, Forrest       V     

GARFIELD, Betsy          V  

GARLAND, Ruth & 
Glenn  

     V     

GARMIZE, Steve       V   V  

GENETTE, John & 
Andrea  

V    V V     

GRAS, Reinhold & 
Chris Barnett 

        V  

GREEN, Deborah  V    V V    V 

GREGG, Bob  V     V     

HANEY, Harmony     V V   V  

HANSEN, Jeff           V 

HANSEN, Kathleen       V    V 

HARP, Arya  V          

HARRIMAN, Barbara   V    V V    

HARRIMAN, Jenny   V   V V V    

HARTER, Donn       V     

HASKINS, Patricia      V V   V  

HAYDORN, Rachel      V V   V  

HAYNES, Catherine     V V     

HENDERSON, Connie  V  V  V  V  V V 

HILL, Leonard  V     V     

HILL, Robert      V V  V   

HOPKINS, Heidi    V   V   V V 

HORN, Bruce  V     V     

HOWARD, Skip & 
Evelyn  

  V   V    V 

HUCKABAY, Mary Ann     V V   V  

HUNTER, Ron  V  V  V V V  V  

INGRAM, Stephen  V   V V V     
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IVERSON, Frances & 
Jon  

V     V     

JOHNCK, Gabrielle   V V V  V V   V 

JOHNSON, Ralph & 
Marcia  

 V       V  

JORGENSEN, Venita  V  V      V  

JORGENSON, Sue      V V   V  

KAMALSKI, Nancy  V    V V     

KAPLAN, Alison  V     V    V 

KEITELMAN, Mary   V V V V V V  V V 

KEMPER, Lewis    V  V V     

KING, Ellen  V     V   V V 

KING, Duncan       V   V V 

KINGMA, Kevin    V  V V     

KIRSCHNER, Yoel  V  V  V V    V 

LACKO, Sue          V  

LAWRENCE, Laurie   V    V   V V 

LEONARD, Marisa  V V V V   V   V 

LIDICKER, Naomi  V V   V V     

LINDSAY, Phil  V         V 

LIVINGSTON, Nora  V  V   V V  V V 

LJUNG, Elin  V    V V V  V V 

LJUNG, John  V          

LJUNG, Mary  V     V    V 

LLAMAS, Edgar  V      V  V V 

LUCAS, Fred       V     

LUX, Karolina      V V   V  

MADAPPA, Arianna      V V   V  

MANDELBAUM, Ilene  V  V V  V V  V V 

MARCIS, Matthew       V V   V 

MARQUART, David       V V  V V 

MATOFF, David  V    V V   V V 

MAXWELL, Viki  V  V  V V     

McGLINCHY, Maureen  V  V   V V   V 

McPHERSON, Barry  V  V V V V V  V  
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McQUILKIN, Caelen    V   V V   V 

McQUILKIN, Ellery  V  V   V V    

MEADE, Anthony      V V   V  

MEEKS, Alayne  V     V   V  

MERILEES, Craig  V     V     

MERRITT, Karen       V     

MILLAR, Constance   V V   V V V V V 

MIYAKO, Sharyn  V          

MOON, Gary  V     V     

MORGAN, Tom  V     V   V  

MORRISON, Paul  V     V    V 

MORTA, Dan       V V  V  

MOSHER, Malcolm &  
Ellen  

V  V  V V V  V V 

MUDSKIPPER, Lucas          V  

NANSEL, Leah      V V   V V 

NEIFELD, Ellen       V   V  

NELSON, Gary  V    V V V  V V 

NELSON, Mark  V  V  V V     

NELSON, Rose  V  V V V V V V V V 

NIBLETT, Carrie  V         V 

/ȭ(%!2.ȟ +ÁÒÙÎ +Ȣ  V    V V     

ORCHOLSKI, Gerald      V V V    

PARSONS, Nancy    V   V     

PERLOFF, Erika    V  V  V  V  

POOLE, Julie      V    V  

REIFSNIDER, 
Elizabeth  

V  V  V V     

REIS, Greg   V V  V V V  V V 

ROBERTS, Brooke           V 

ROBINSON, Chris & 
Tina  

     V     

ROBINSON, Mary Ann     V V   V  

ROGERS, Joslyn  V  V  V V V  V V 

ROKEACH, Michael  V     V   V  
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ROMANSKY, Ron            

ROSEN, James Ph.D.     V V   V  

ROWE, Will    V  V V    V 

RUNYUN, William  V        V  

SANDERS, Ann      V     

SCHEMBS, Karen       V     

SCHNEIDER, Jessica       V   V  

SCHWAB, Jenell       V     

SCOTT, Wendy  V  V  V V     

SHIPLEY, John       V   V  

SIMS, Dwight  V    V V   V  

SMITH, Betty  V     V     

SMITH, Douglas  V     V     

SMITH, Nancy  V     V    V 

STAVROS, Ava  V  V V V V V V V V 

STAVROS, Nick    V   V   V V 

STEINMAN, Sandy    V  V V     

STEMPER, Simone      V V   V  

STONE, Ross           V 

SUNDELL, K.    V V  V     

TAYLOR, Nathan  V    V V V   V 

TAYLOR, Norman  V  V   V V  V V 

TAYLOR, Sarah  V  V    V  V V 

TAYLOR, Sherryl       V   V  

TAYLOR, Tess  V  V  V V V    

TELLIARD, William           V 

THACKER, Sandy       V     

TYSON, Bob  V     V     

VERBA, Margy  V   V  V     

VIRGIN, Mike           V 

VIRTUE, Doug  & 
Kathy Day 

V     V     

VORSTER, Peter  V V V   V V  V V 

WARD, George       V     

WHEELER, Wilma      V V V  V V 
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MASON-WHITE,  
Judy  

V     V     

WHITE, Lane  V     V     

WHITE, Shelley   V V      V V 

WILDER, Mary Jane V        V  

WILKINS, David & 
Arya 

     V     

WILSON, Erin       V     

WING, Gordon       V     

WUNDERLICK, Lynn     V V     

WYNEKEN, Jeffrey  V V    V  V V 

YATES, William  V     V   V V 

ZILA, Cory           V 

ZIM, Irwin M.D.      V     
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TABLE 3-3. Tioga Community Housing DSEIR Ȱ'ÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÄȱ Comment Letters Submitted for Consideration 
by Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors when Making Project Decisions 

 1 

The project's 
visual impacts 
are significant, 

and the 
proponent has 
not considered 

sufficient 
mitigation to 

screen the 
Tioga Inn 

Community 
Housing 
Village. 

 

2 

The Final SEIR 
needs to 

include project 
alternatives 

that reduce the 
visual and 
aesthetic 

impacts to a 
less than 

significant 
level. 

 

3 

This project 
should not be 
visible from 

South Tufa or 
Hwy 395 south 

of the Tioga 
Pass junction. 

4 
I urge Mono County 
to make additional 
efforts to balance 
the needs of the 
project with the 

unique, wild, and 
beautiful nature of 
this special place. 
The current draft 
project does not 

include alternatives 
that mitigate the 

identified impacts so 
that a good project 

can go forward. 

5 
Mono Lake, the 

Gateway of 
Yosemite 

National Park, 
the community 
of Lee Vining, 

and scenic Mono 
County deserve 
a better project 
design than the 
one currently 

proposed. 
 

6 
The previously approved 

hotel and restaurant already 
received special Mono 

County approval to create 
permanent adverse visual 

impacts. Now the proponent 
seeks to expand the project 
and create significant new 

visual impacts that will 
affect highway travelers and 

Mono Lake visitors every 
day. All visual impacts 

should be evaluated, and 
mitigated, at once-not in 

pieces. 

7 
There are 

cumulative 
adverse impacts 
to migrating deer 
with this project, 
and there is no 

planned 
immediate, 
enforceable 

mitigation that 
will reduce 
additional 

vehicle impacts 
with deer and 
other wildlife.  

8 
Other Topics  
Raised in the  
Generated 
Comment  

Letters 
 
 
 

(**=see comments  
at the end of  

Table 4-2; MLC = Mono 
Lake Committee) 

TOPICAL RESPONSES 
THAT DISCUSS THE 

ISSUES RAISED (also see 
Table 3-1 for a list of 
comment letters that 

discuss the issues raised): 

TRs #1,#2, 
#3, #12; 

Letters #1,  
#3, #4, #6, 
#10, #12, 
#15, #16;  
Letters #1,  
#3, #4, #6, 

#10, #12, #15, 
#16 

TRs #1, #2, 
#3, #12; 

Letters #1, 
#3, #4, #5, 
#6, #7, #8, 
#10, #12, 
#13, #14, 
#15, #16;  

TRs #1, #2, 
TR #3, #12; 
Letters #1, 
#3, #4, #6, 

#9, #10, #11, 
#12, #13, #14, 

#15, #16; 
Letters #1,  
#3, #4, #6, 

#10, #12, #15, 
#16   

TRs #1, #2, #3, #12; 
Letters #1, #3, #4, 
#6, #9, #10, #11, 

#12, #13, #14, #15, 
#16; Letters #1,  
#3, #4, #6, #10, 
#12, #15, #16 

   

TRs #1, #2, #3, 
#10, #12; 

Letters #3, #4, 
#5, #6, #8, #9,  
#10,  #11,  #12, 
#13, #15, #16; 
Letters #1,  #3, 

#4, #6, #10, 
#12, #15, #16 

 

TRs #1, #2, #3, #12, #13, 
#14; Letters #4, #9, #11, 
#12, #15, #16; Letters #1,  
#3, #4, #6, #10, #12, #15, 

#16 
 

TRs #5, #12; 
Letters #1, #3, 
#4, #6,  #10, 

#12, #13, #14,  
#15, #16; 

Letters #1,  #3, 
#4, #6, #10, 

#12, #15, #16 
 

 

ABBOTT, Mary V V V V V V V  

ABRAMS, Alex V V V V V V V Housing Impacts 

ADAMS, Kellee V V V V V V V  

ADAMS, Ramey D V V V V V V V aesthetics 

AGUILAR, Karin       V  

AIDE, Holly    V V V V  

AIDE, Raina V V V V V V V  

ALBRIGHT, Laurie        Aesthetics, Traffic 

ALDRICH, Andrew V  V   V V Aesthetics, Conservation 

ALLEN, Cristala V V V V V V V  
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ALVARADO, Al V V V V V  V  

AMACHER, Dane V V V V V V V  

ANAWALT, Thomas V V V V V V V  

ANDERSON, Cheryl     V V  V* *  

ANDERSON, Karen V V V V  V   

ANDERSON, Kathleen     V    

ANDERSON, Sharon V V V V V V V  

ANDERSON, Stephanie V V V V V V V No visitors in winter 

ANDERSON, Steve V  V V  V V  

ANDRES, Lloyd  V V V V  V  

ANONYMOUS V V  V V V V Water, power, services, 
aesthetics, wildlife 

ASHBY, Judith V  V V V V V  

ASHFORD, Dick V    V V   

ATHERTON, Dale V V V V V V V  

AUERBACH, Isabel V V V V V V V  

AUERBACH, Vickie V   V V V   

AUZINS, Liga V V V V V V V  

AXELROD, Gene V V V V  V   

BACHNER, Ken V V  V  V   

BACKLUND, Kaitlin        No comment 

BAER, Rich V   V  V  aesthetics 

BAIZE, Derek V V V V V V V  

BAKER Meredith  V V V V V V V  

BALLINGER, Ken V V V V V V V  

BALLOT, Nancy V V V V V V V  

BANET, Benjamin V V V V V V V  

BARKER, Jane V V V V V V V  

BARNETT, David V V V V V V V  

BARR, Cassie V V V V V V V  

BARRETT, Edgar         

BARTLETT, Stephanie V V V V V  V  

BAUGHMAN, Joseph V V V V V V V  

BECK, Ed V V  V V V V  

BECKER, Adam V V V V V V V  

BELLAMACINA, Cornelia   V V V  V  

BENICHOU, Francoise V V V V V V V  
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BENKA, Francoise Lynn        V**   

BENNETT, Melanie V V V V V V V  

BERLACHER, George L V V  V V V V  

BERNSTEIN, Robert V V V V V V V  

BERRY, Patrice V V V V V V V  

BERTON, Virginia       V  

BERYT, Marta V V  V V  V  

BEYER, Jack V  V  V V V  

BIEGA, Brian V V V V V V V  

BITTNER, Kristi V   V V V V  

BLOCK-LEVOR, Paula V V  V  V V  

BLUCHER, William V V V V V V V  

BOCK, Marsha    V V V V Overcrowding, Services, 
Serenity 

BOFFEY, Peter  V V V     

BOHR, Ariel   V V   V Aesthetics, Conservation 

BOONE, Michael &  
Lisa Lilley 

       Aesthetics, Community  

BORGER, Mary V V V V V V V  

BOSSIER, Bryan V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

BOSSONE, Lynn V V  V  V V  

BOYER, Carol         

BOYER, David V V V V V V V  

BRADLEY, Peg V  V V  V  Light pollution  

BRANCHFLOWER, Yvonne  V  V    Traffic, noise, water, 
sanitation, aesthetics   

BREE, Erika V V  V V V V  

BREED, Martha        Light pollution, wildlife  

BREISCH, Susan V V V V  V V  

BRENT, Bill  V V V   V  

BRIDGES, Carl V V V V V V V  

BROSAMLE, Katharine V V V V V V V  

BROSAMLE, John V  V   V V aesthetics 

BROSK, Emily V  V V V  V  

BROWN, Eva V V V V V V V Services, Traffic  

BROWN, Martha V V V V V V V  

BRUNO, Matthew V V V V V V V Aesthetics 
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BRYANT, Gary V V V V V V V  

BUCKNER, Geoff V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

BURKE, Annie V V V V V V   

BURNETT, Wayne V V V V V V V  

BURNS, Elizabeth V V V V V V V  

BUTTS, Judith V V V V  V   

BUXBAUM, Nicolas V V V V V V V  

C S V V V V     

CABUNOC, Kathryn V V V V V V V  

CALDWELL, Catharina V V V V V V V  

CAMPBELL, Jack    V     

CARLSON, Barbara V V V V V V V  

CARLTON, Barbara        Aesthetics, Sustainability  

CARTON, David V V V V V V V  

CASE, Karen A V  V V V  V  

CATE, Rick V V V V V V V  

CAVALLARO, Helen T V V V V V V V  

CHADWICK, Jef V V V V V V V  

CHAN, Alice V V V V  V V  

CHIAPELLA, Lynn        Aesthetics, Services, 
Demographics 

CLARK, Lucy    V    Aesthetics 

CLOUGH, Rebecca V V V V  V V  

CLUTE-REINIG Nick V V V V V V V  

COHEE, Michael V  V      

COHEN, Michael V V V V V  V  

COHN, Ron V V V V V V V Services 

COKAS, Jim V V V V  V   

COLE, Dr. Jennifer        Aesthetics, Wildlife  

COLE, Taggart V    V V   

CONNOLLY, Ryan V V V V V V V  

CONNOR, John        No comment 

COOPER, Victor G V V V V V V   

CORIELL, Rita V V V V V V V  

CORY, Karen V  V    V Demographics,  
aesthetics 

COSENTINO, Donna    V     
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COSTELLO, Joy V V V V V V V  

COUDURIER, Janet         

COURSE, Meredith V V  V V  V  

COWLES, Maria V V V V V V V  

COYLE, Shawn        Change, Development 

CRAGIN, Leslie V  V V  V V  

CRAIG, Rose V V V V V V V  

CROSLAND, Richard        Aesthetics 

CUFF, Kermit V     V V  

CURRAN, Judd  V V V  V V  

CUTSHALL, Glen V V V V V V V  

DALE, Mara V   V V  V Yosemite Visitation 

DAY, Caroline V V V V V V V  

DEAN, Ronald     V    

DEAUVILLE, Lori V V V V V V V  

DEAUVILLE, Paul M V V V V V V V  

DECKER, Joe        V**  

DEETZ, Thomas MD V V V V V V V  

DEJARNATT, Elizabeth V V V V V V V  

DE LEON, Haryn V V V V   V  

DELGADILLO, Alisa V V V V V V V  

DEMARTINI, Al  V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

DE MOOR, Lynn V V V V V V  Aesthetics 

DENAPOLI, Jo V V V V V V V  

DEREVAN, Rick V V V    V  

DICOSTANZO, Barbara V V V V  V V  

DICUS, Liana V V V V V V V Infrastructure, Services 

DIETZ, Linda V V V V V V V  

DILLON, Rob        Aesthetics 

DIXON, Dylan V V V V V V V  

DOCKER, Penny V V V V V V V Aesthetics, Birds  

DONLOU, Tim V V V V V V V  

DONNOE, Michael    V  V V  

DOTY, Rachael    V   V  

DREWER, Frank   V V  V   

DURNA, Brent V V V V V  V  

DUVALL, Kathy  V    V   
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EARNSHAW Sam        Aesthetics 

EISENPRESS, Aron V V  V   V Aesthetics 

ELWIN, Darlene V   V  V   

ENGLISH, Kristin V V V V V V V  

ERICKSON, Marjorie V V V V V V V  

ERNSTER, Nathan V V V V V V V Aesthetics, Wildlife  

ESTRADA, Leslie V V V  V V V  

ESTRADA, Sandy V V V V  V V  

EVARTS, Sally V V V V V V V  

FEILEN, Henry V  V   V   

FIALA, Ronald V V V V  V V Local commerce 

FISHER, Gary B V V V V V V V  

FLEETWOOD, Hannah V V V V V V V  

FLETCHER, Clyde        Aesthetics, 
Conservation 

FLORES, Clarisa V V V V V V V  

FONG, Catherine V   V V V   

FORD, Conny        Conservation 

FORRESTER, Cheri V  V  V V   

FOSS, Sandy V V V V V V V Traffic, Noise, Wastes, 
Parking, Wildlife, Water  

FRANSEN, Amy V V V V   V  

FREEMAN, Kyri        V* *  

FRISBEE, Christine V V V V V V V Economy, Tourism, 
Overdevelopment  

FOURNIER, Michael V V V V V V V  

FRAMSTED, Marcia A V V V V V V V Public services 

FRANCAVIGLIA, Maria V V V V V V V  

FRANCHI, Leo    V V V V  

FRASER, Anne V V V V     

FURUICHI, Darryl         

GAILLARD, Anne V V V V V V V  

GAINES, Dylan  V V V V V V  

GALLEGOS, Lourdes V V V V V V V  

GALLICE, Christina     V  V Traffic, Wastes, Services 

GAMMAN, John  V V  V  V  Traffic, air pollution, 
water scarcity 

GANGE, Nichole    V V  V  
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GARCIA, Bernadette   V V  V V  

GAUDE, Rob V V V V V  V  

GEBERDING, David V   V V   Aesthetics 

GEHRMAN, Laura V V V V V V V  

GERMAN, Steven         

GERN, Hannah V   V V V V  

GETTS, Don V V V V V V V  

GETTS, John V V V V V    

GETTS, Katherine V V V V V V V  

GETTS, Madeline V V V V V V V Winter access,  
aesthetics, ecosystem 

GILMORE, Lisa        Ecosystem 

GLASS, Linda V V V V V V V  

GLASS, Peter V V V V V V V  

GOFF, Kaleb V V V V V V V  

GOLDIN, Christine V V V V V V V  

GOLDMAN, April V V V V V V V  

GOLDMAN, Victor         

GOLIGHTLY, Roy        Fire Risk 

GOMES, Melissa V V V V V V V  

GORHAM, Jon & Ros V V V V V V V  

GORWIN, Peter V V V V V V V  

GRAEF, Julie V V V V V V V  

GRAGG Joseph V V V V V V V  

GRAHAM, Ann V V V V  V   

GRANDY Jeff        Aesthetics 

GRAY, Gary        Development, 
Wilderness  

GREENBERG, Corinne V V V V V V V  

GREENMAN, Jessea V V V V V V   

GUINN, Suzanne     V V V  

GUPTA, Anya V V V V V V V  

HAHN, Joy V V V V V V V  

HALSTED, Lynn V V V V V V V  

HAMSTRA, Rich V V V V V V V  

HANCOCK, Seth V  V V V V V  

HANEY, Harmony        Local economy  
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HANEY, Julie V V V V V V V  

HANNA, Virginia V V V V V V V  

HANNAY, Kathryn         

HANSON, Cynthia    V  V V  

HANSON, Kathy V V  V V    

HARDEMAN, Ann V V V V V V V  

HARRAR, Paul V V  V V V V  

HART, DeAnne & Rich    V     

HARTE, Mary V V  V  V V  

HARVEY, Kurt V V  V V V V Aesthetics 

HAVRILO, William V  V   V V  

HAYAMAZU, Christine V V V V V V V  

HAYES, Kama V V V V V V V  

HAYNES, Cheryl V V  V V V   

HAYNES, Robert V V V V V V V  

HAYS, Cody V V V V V V V  

HAZELLEAF, Tom        Aesthetics 

HECOCKS, Sarah V V V V V V V  

HEINZ, Carol V V V V V V V  

HELLERUD, Jennifer V V V V V V V Aesthetics, Conservation, 
Water  

HENDERSON, Michael V V V V V V V  

HENNESSY, Jasmine V V V V V V V  

HERSHEY, Davis V V  V  V   

HEYDORN, Rachel        Aesthetics, wildlife, Local 
economy  

HIBBARD, Charles V V V V V V V  

HIBBETT, Lori V V V V V V V V* *  

HIGGINS, Joy V V V V V V V  

HILKER, Joanne V V  V V V V  

HILKER, Virginia    V  V V  

HILL, Heather        Environment, wildlife, 
water scarcity 

HILLS, Debra V V V V V V V  

HIRSHFIELD, Jane V V V V V V V  

HIRTH, Carol        Impacts in general 

HOLBERT, Patricia V   V V V V Community,  
tourism, wildlife  
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HOLDER, Joseph    V V V V  

HOLLAND, Em        Supports MLC & new 
housing if done right 

HOLLIBAUGH, James V  V     Aesthetics & Views 

HOLMQUIST, Kirsten  V  V V V V  

HOWARD, Evelyn V V V V V V V Views from key locations 

HOWARD, Lawrence R V V V V V V V  

HOWELL, Heidi V V V V V V V  

HOWELL, Paul V V V V V V V Water scarcity 

HUANG, Dr. Forest V V V V  V V  

HUBBLE, Karen        Traffic, congestion, 
environment, birds 

HUCKABAY, Mary Ann V V V V V V V  

HUGHES, Brent V   V V  V  

HUGHES, David V   V V  V tourism 

HUNRICHS, Paul V V V V V V V  

HUTCHINGS, Thomas V  V    V  

HUTCHISON, Heather V  V V V V V  

ISAACS, Chloe V V V V V V V Community, Services 
Aesthetics, Traffic 

ITUARTE, Daniel V V V V V V V Wildlife and water 

JACKSON, Don V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

JACKSON, Elaine & Phred V V V V V V V  

JACKSON, Kate V V  V V V V Aesthetics, Fire, Water  

JACKSON, Louise V V V V V V V Sprawl 

JAMES, Oliver V V V V V V V  

JAMES, Ruth V V V V V V V  

JENKINS D Leigh        Ecosystem,  
Demographics 

JENSEN, Jan V   V  V V  

JEWELL, Adam V V V  V   Aesthetics  

JOHNSON, Bryan V V V V V V V  

JOHNSON, Laurelle V V V V V V V  

JOHNSON, Leanne V   V   V Light & Glare 

JONES, Deborah V V V V  V   

JONES, Elizabeth V  V  V V V  

JONES, Renee V V V V V V V  

JORDAN, Linda V V V V V V V  
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JOSHI-BARR, Shivanjali V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

JOYE, Lindsay V V V V V V V  

KAHN, Kathleen V V V V V V V  

KAILAWA, Carlotta V V V  V V V Traffic, habitat  

KALVELAGE, Diane V V V V V V V  

KAMIENIECKI, Lisa V V V V V V V  

KANE, Sarah V    V V V  

KASABIAN, Jennifer V  V V V V V Wildlife, Aesthetics,  

KASSOTAKIS, John        Aesthetics, Overnights  

KAUFFMAN, Neil V V V V V V V  

KAUPPINEN, Dean        Aesthetics, conservation 

KELLY, Jennifer         Aesthetics, 
Overdevelopment 

KEMPER, Lauri V V V V V V V V* *  

KENT, Anthony V V V V  V   

KENT, Bob V V V    V  

KERSHAW, Cheryl V V V V V V V  

KIENITZ, Mallory V V V V V V V Morale, Community Scale 

KIKUCHI, Junie V V  V V V V  

KILCREASE, Jaimi V V V V V V V  

KILGER, Brad V V  V V V V  

KINZIE, Kathie V V V V V V V  

KINZLER, Tyler V V V V V V V  

KIRK, Trisha V V V V     

KITSON, Sally V V  V     

KJONAAS, Patti        Conservation,  
Serenity, Economy 

KLASSEN, Patricia        No comment 

KLEIN, Kimberly    V V V   

KLEINMAN, Susan V V    V   

KLINE, Samantha V   V V V V  

KLINE, William V  V V  V   

KLOSTERMAN, Lorrie        Aesthetics 

KNEFF, Dennis V V V V V V V Small town feel 

KODY, Kori V V V V V V V  

KOJM, Sheila V  V V  V V  

KONDO, Judith V   V  V   
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KORSON, Steven         Ȱ$Ï ÔÈÅ ÒÉÇÈÔ ÔÈÉÎÇȱ 

KOTALIK, Caron V V V V V V   

KOUBEK, Paul V V V V V V V  

KRAUSE, Genevieve        Aesthetics, Economy 

KROSS, Jeff V V V V V V V  

KUPERSMITH, John V V V V    Views from key points 

LAHERTY, Ellen and 
Patrick 

V V V V V V V  

LAMMERS, Charles V V V V V V V  

LANEY, Lindsay V  V V   V  

LANNER, Christine V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

LANTZ, Emma V  V V V  V  

LARIMORE, Ogilvie V V V V V V V  

LARSEN, Whitney V    V V   

LATKER, Craig        Aesthetics 

LAWRENCE Quentin V V V V V V V Views, Outreach,  
Traffic, Economics 

LAXSON, Glenn         

LEA, Vanessa V V V V V V V  

LEE, Laura        Traffic 

LEFEBVRE, Guy V V V V V V V  

LEONG, Robin V V V V V V V  

LE POUVOIR, Jan    V  V   

LE POUVOIR, John V V V V V V V  

LEVINE, Natalie V V V V V    

LEWIS, Amy V V V V V V V Police Services 

LEWIS, Glen V V V V V V V  

LEWIS, Mark  V  V  V   

LIM, Jonathan V V V V V V V  

LINDER, Patty    V V V V  

LINK, John   V V  V   

LISKOVEC, Jim         

LISS, Tonia V V V V V V V Water, Air pollution, 
Aesthetics 

LITTLEJOHN, Jacquie        No comment 

LIVINGSTON, John V V V V V V V  
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LOMBARD, Ruth & 
Trymon Hunter 

V V V V V V V  

LONDON, Martin V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

LOOFBOURROW, Gail V V V V V V V  

LORO, Tony V V V V V V V  

LOUIE, Denise    V V  V  

LOWY, Jay V V V V V V V  

LUBOFF, David V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

LUCIN, Cathy V V V V V V V  

LUFT, Sue V V V V V V V  

LUNDQUIST, Bruce V V V V V V V  

LUX, Yvonne V V V V V    

LYON, Bret V V V V V V V  

LYON, Jane V V V V V V V  

M, Sarah        Light pollution  

MAAVARA, Taylor    V   V  

MACDERMOTT, Gordy V V V V V V V  

MACINTOSH, Chris        Aesthetics, Wildlife, 
Services 

MACOVSKY, Louis V V V V V V V  

MAGIT, Joan        Development 

MANUGIAN, Suzanne   V V V  V  

MARTIN, Martha   V V V    

MARTIN, Michael V V V  V V   

MASON, Denise V V V V V V V  

MASON-WHITE, Evan V  V  V V V Aesthetics 

MATTERSON, Betty V V V V V V V  

MAYER, AnnaLisa V V V V V V V Aesthetics, Traffic, 
Character,  Occupancy 

MAYER, Sarah V V V V V V V  

MAZER, Elaine V V V V V  V  

MCAFEE, Cheyenne V V V V V V   

MCCARTHY, Susan V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

MCCLASKEY, Mike V V V V V V   

MCCONNELL, Cindy V V V V V V V  

MCCOY, Ricky V V V V V V V  

MCGOVERN, Ferris V V V V V V V  



[Type text] [Type text] Tioga Community Housing FSEIR 

46 

 

MCNAMARA, Bekah    V     

MCNUTT, Bob        Aesthetics 

MCPHERSON, Barry        V**  

MEANS, Susan V V V V V  V  

MEESTER, Tyler  V V V V V V V  

MEGDAL, Barry V  V V V V V Light pollution  

MELATIS, Thomas V V V V V V V  

MENDELSON, Minna        Aesthetics,  
Sustainability  

MENDERSHAUSEN, Ralph 
and Ann 

       Mono Lake, Birds,  
Aesthetics 

MEYER, Enid V V V  V V   

MEYER, Evi V  V V     

MEYERS, Jeanne V  V V     

MEYERS, Steven V V V V V  V  

MEYERSON, Howard V  V V     

MICK, Richard  V  V     

MIDAS, Gayle V V V V V V V  

MIGLIORE, Joseph V V V V V V V  

MILEY, William V V  V    Aesthetics, Watershed 

MILLER, Carrie V V V V V V   

MILLER, Catherine V V V V V V V  

MILLER, Craig V V V V V V V  

MILLER, John V V V V V V V  

MILLER, Kendrick V V V V V V   

MILLER, Marji  V V V V V V  

MILLS, James Frederick    V     

MINER, Rain    V  V V  

MINOR, Patricia V  V V V V V  

M L V V V V V V V  

MOORE, Martha, PhD V      V Traffic, ecosystem 

MORGAN, Michael V V V V V V V  

MORRIS, Vonya        Water scarcity 

MOSER, Thomas  V V V     

MOSHER, Karlina V  V V V   Dislikes change 

MOSS, Paul V V V V V  V  

MOSS, Susan V V V V V V V  
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MOULTON, Barbara    V V V V  

MURAMOTO, Jo Ann V V V V V V V V* *  

MUSS, Jeffre V  V V V  V  

NACOUZI, Stephanie V V V V V V V  

NASH, Ruth & Steve    V V V   

NEUFELD, Cindy V V V V V V V Aesthetics  

NICKLIN, Alexandra V V V V  V V Godmother Grace would 
disapprove 

NIRO Matt    V V V  Economic impacts  

NORTON, Marc        ȰÌÉÓÔÅÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ -LCȱ 

NUNEZ, Charlie V V V V V V V  

NUTTALL, Stu     V V V Glare 

OAKES, Corky V V V V V V V  

OBEDZINSKI, Jack    V V V V  

OBEDZINSKI, Mariska V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

/ȭ#!,,!'(!.ȟ 3ÅÁÎ V V V V V V V Light pollution  

OCONNELL, John V V  V  V   

OKADA, Nancy V V V V V V V  

OKUMURA, Janiss V V V V V V V  

ORCHOLSKI, Gerald    V V  V  

ORCUTT, Deborah V V V V V V V aesthetics 

OSCHRIN, Emma        Aesthetics, Tranquility, 
Ecological value 

OVERHOLTZ, Nancy        Alternative Design 

OZUNA, Phoebe V V V V V V V  

PACE, Aaron V V V V V    

PACE, Steven V V V V V V V  

PAINTER, Michael J        V**  

PAJONK, Frank V V V V V V V  

PANN, Robert V V V V V V V  

PARK, Noel        Aesthetics, Views, Traffic, 
Wildlife 

PARKHURST, Joyce V V V V V V V  

PASHBY, Paula V V V V  V V Water Supply/Quality 

PASTEL, Lily B V V V V V V V Aesthetics, Affordability, 
Services; Traffic; Wildlife  

PEACH, Jenn V  V V     

PENFIELD, Ralph V V V   V V  
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PESCOSOLIDO, Cristin V V V V  V   

PETERSON, Jennifer        Aesthetics  

PETLISKI, Greg V  V V    Alternative Locations 

PETRILLA, Linda  V V   V V  

PFAFF Stephanie V V V V V V V  

PHELPS, Julie        Commercialization 

PHILLIPS, Jeremy V V V V V V V Aesthetics, Wildlife 

PHYLE, Abraham V V V V V V V  

PIERSON, Linnea    V  V V  

PLEHN, James V V V V  V  Aesthetics, Economy 

POLICK, Melissa      V V  

POTTER, Spencer V V V V V V V V* *  

POUCHER, Roy V V V V V V V  

POWELL, Martha V V V V V V V  

POWELL, Ronald V V V V V  V Aesthetics, Character  

PUSEY, Rachel    V  V V  

PYLE, Brett        Aesthetics, 
overdevelopment 

PYLE, Scott V V V V  V   

QUENNEVILLE, Donald V V V V V V V  

QUINN, Morgan        Jobs, Aesthetics, 
Conservation 

RACHLIN, Marjorie V V V V V V V  

RADIEVE Gina V V V V V V V  

RAISTRICK, Darien V V V V V V V  

RATTENNE, Kirk V V V V V V V V* *  

RAY, Daniel V V V V V V V V* *  

RAY, Linda V V V V V    

REEPMAKER, Lisa  V  V V     

REES, Christopher        No comments 

RENZ, Jennifer  V  V V V  Traffic, Noise,  
Aesthetics, Wildlife 

RETTIG, Susan V V V V V V V  

REYES, Esmeralda V V V V V V V  

REYNOLDS, Carrie V V V V V V V  

REYNOLDS, Marc        No comments 

REYNOLDS, Nancy L        No comments 
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RHUDY, Lisa V V V V V V V  

RILEY, Pauline V V V V V V V  

RINALDI, Chris & Lori V V V V V V V  

RINDLAUB, Katherine  V V V V V V V  

RINKER, Jordan V V    V   

RIVERA, Renee V V V  V V   

RIZZO, Dana V V V V V V V  

ROBERTS, Jessica  V  V     

ROBERTSHAW, John V V  V V V  Bird migration 

ROCHE, Colleen        Economy, Ecology 

RODDEN, Beth V   V V  V  

RODNEY, Ray Rodney V V V V V V V  

ROEHM, John V V V V V    

RONIS, Celia        Aesthetics, Conservation 

ROSE Donna V   V V  V  

ROSENBAUM, Karen V V V V V V V  

ROSS, Michael V V V  V V  Special status species 

ROSS-RHUDY, Nicholas V V V V V V V  

ROTHMAN, Phyllis V V V    V  

ROTTNER, Frances V V V V V V V  

ROUDA, Ronald  V V V    Glare, Overdevelopment 

ROYCE, Lynn V V V V V V V  

RUBENS, Elizabeth      V   

RUBLE, Anna        Economy, Wildlife,  
Ecology 

RUIZ, Tony V V V V V V V  

RUTZEN, Diane V V V V V V V  

RYAN, Susan    V  V V  

SANBORN, Sherborn V V V V  V   

SALAZAR, Ginny V V V V  V  Aesthetics 

SALEWSKI, Diane V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

SALMON, Mariani   V  V   Economic Concerns  

SAMPSON, David & Annie V V V V V V V Rural character 

SAMPSON, Michael V V V V V V   

SANDBERG, Marcia        Aesthetics 

SANDSTROM, Jennifer    V V    

SANDSTROM, Ronald V  V V V V V  
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SARGEANT, Heather V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

SAVAGE, James    V  V V Deer, Birds, Aesthetics 

SCALF, Russell        Foot/Vehicle Traffic 

SCALZI, Nola V        

SCHLAUPITZ, Audra V   V V  V  

SCHLICHTING, Robert  V V V V V  Scale of Development 

SCHLICK, Cindy V V V V V V V  

SCHNALL Savannah V V V V V V V  

SCHNEIDER, Jeanette V V V V V V V  

SCHOENE, William V V V V V V V Development Sprawl 

SCHOENENBERGER, 
Rebecca 

  V  V V V Small town feel 

SCHROEDER, Dr. Tim V V V V V V V  

SCHUMACHER, Dale & 
Vicki 

V  V V  V V  

SCHWARZ, Christian  
V V V V   V**  

SCHWENDENER, Henry V V V  V V   

SCOTT, NAN        No comment 

SCOTT, Nancy   V V V V V  

SCRIBNER, Victoria V V V V V V V  

SEBASTIAN, Lisa V   V   V  

SESLOWE, Sharon V V V V V V V  

SHAFNACKER, Philip V V V   V   

SHANAFIELD Margaret V V  V  V  Light pollution  

SHAO, Suzie V V V V V V V  

SHENK, Kevin V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

SHENK, Marla V V V V V V V  

SHEPHERD, Diana V V V V V V V  

SHERMAN, Edward V V V V    Traffic 

SHOEMAKER, William V V V V V V V  

SHOOK, Mary C V V V V V V V  

SKAREDOFF, Igor        Aesthetics 

SLOANE, Harold V V V V V V V  

SLOANE, Lisa V V V V  V V  

SMITH, Carol  V  V   V  

SMITH, Derek V V V V V V V  

SMITH, Ellen V V V V V V V  
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SMITH, Eric        Aesthetics 

SMITH, Shelly  V  V  V V Development Limits  

SMITH, Sherry V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

SOLTER, Patricia V V V V V V  Aesthetics 

SPALSBURY, Jeff V V V   V   

SPRESSER, Michelle V   V V    

STANGER, Roberta V V V V V V V  

STANSBERY, Steven  V  V V V V V* *  

STANSFIELD, Lesley V V V V V V V Traffic, Ecology 

STARR, Rhonda   V V V V  Seasonal use 

STARR, Sheryl V V V V V V V  

STEELE, Jenifer  V  V   V  

STEELSMITH, Diane V V V V V V V  

STINE, Anne V V V V V V V Conservation 

STINNETT, Benjamin V V V V V V V Aesthetics, habitat 

STOCK, Greg V V V V V V   

STOCK, Sarah V V V V V V V  

STOCK, Wendy V V V V V V V  

STONEROCK, Lorraine V V V V V V V  

STONG, Michel V V V V V V V  

STRAITS, Bruce  V V V     

STRANGFELD, Roxanne V    V V V Water scarcity 

STROHL, Richard V V V V V V V  

STRONG, Steven V V V V V    

SUBIA, Holly V V V V V V V Light pollution  

SULLIVAN, Jeff V V V V V V V V**  

SUTTER, Gavin V V V V V V V  

SWEEL, Greg V V V V V V V  

SWIGGUM, George V V V V V V V  

SYMES, Deborah V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

SZEMENYEI, Barbara & 
Steve 

        

TAIT, Adam V  V V V V V  

T C V V V V V V V  

T Dt V V V V V V V  

TAKARO, Mark V V  V V V   

TAYLOR, Dave V V V V V V V  
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TAYLOR, Greg V  V V   V  

TAYLOR, Jennifer V V V V V  V  

TAYLOR, Tess V   V   V  

TEHERO, Lawrence V V V V V V V  

TENNEY, Jennifer V V V V V V V  

THOMPSON, Ronald        Water, Sewage, Traffic 

TIFFANY, Linda        Preserve wilderness 

TOLTOWICZ, Robert V  V V V V   

TONER, Sheila V V V V V  V  

TRAUGHBER, Mallory   V V     

TRAYNOR, Andy V  V  V  V Aesthetics; Employment; 
Services 

TREANOR, Brian  V  V  V V Too large 

TRIMARCHI, Dylan V V V V V V V Parking 

TUF, Paul V V V V V V V Boycott  

TUMBUSCH, Mary V V V V V V V Groundwater, Density 

TURNER, Jonathon  V  V V V V  

TURNER, Neal V V V V V V V  

TUSONI, Larry V V V V V V V  

ULVANG, Renna V V V V V V V  

UNDERHILL, Carol V V V V   V Wildlife, Aesthetics 

UNGER, Michelle V V V V V V V Climate, Extinction 

VALENTINE, Karen V V V V V V V  

VAN METER, Victoria V V V V V V V  

VANSICKLE, Sherrill V V V V V V V  

VAN SOELEN, Philip V V V V V V V  

VENN Gael V V V V V V V  

VENUGOPAL, Merryn V V  V V  V Local character, Traffic  

VERSTRAETE, Frank V V V V V V V  

VOLKSEN, Russell V V V V V V V  

WAGER, Joan V V V V V V V  

WAHL, Christian V V V V  V   

WALBRIDGE, Charles         

WALKER, Martha V V V V V V V  

WALSH, Steve V V  V V V   

WALSH, Steve Dr. V V V V V V V  

WALSH, Tracey    V     
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WALTERS, Marlene V V  V   V  

WARD, Patrick V V V     Aesthetics 

WARNER, Katy V V V V V V V  

WATERS, Rebecca V V V V V V V  

WEAVER, Joan V     V V  

WEBER, Capriece   V V V  V  

WEBER, Michael V   V  V V  

WEEDMAN, Katherine   V V V V V  

WEIKEL, Wendy        Light pollution  

WEINSTEIN, Carol  V  V  V V  

WELLER, Suzanne V V V V V V   

WEREMIUK, Sharon V V V V V V V  

WESOLOWSKI, Tyler V   V V V V  

WESTFALL, Robert V V V V  V V  

WESTHEIMER, Cody V V V V V V V  

WESTMORELAND, Henry        Aesthetics 

WHEAT, Susan V V V V V V V  

WHEELER, Bryce V V V V  V V Public  Services 

WHITAKER, Howard V V V V V V   

WHITE, Stacey V V V  V  V  

WHITE, Steven V V V V V V V  

WHITTIER, Warren L. V  V V V   Aesthetics 

WHITTLESEY, Emily         

WIENS, Paula    V V  V  

WILDER, Jenny V V V V V V V Aesthetics 

WILLEY, Robert  V  V V  V  

WILLIMANN, Rosemarie        Aesthetics, Conservation 

WILLSON, Clyde V V V V V V V  

WILSON, Joel V V V V V V V  

WILSON, Ken V V V V V V V  

WILSON, Michelle V V V V V V V  

WILSON, Rhonda V  V  V V V  

WOLF, Bernard V V V V V V V  

WOLTMAN, Tony V V V V  V V Bird species 

WONG, Darrell V V V V V V V Housing for Locals 

WONG, Sam V V  V V V V  

WOODARD, Joanne V V V V V V V  
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WOODRUFF, Danah V V V V V V V  

WOODS, Roseanna V V V V V V V  

WOODWORTH, Patrick V V V V V V V  

WRIGHT, Andrew V V V V  V  Too large 

WRIGHT, Mike V V V V V V   

WRIGHT, Nancy        No comments 

YAMANAKA, Janet V V V V V V V Birds, ecosystem 

YATES, Byron V V V V V V V  

YATES, Larissa V   V V V V  

YOUNG, Benny V  V V V  V  

YOUNG, Victoria V V V V V V V Aesthetics, Wildlife, 
Traffic, Privacy 

YOVOVICH, Veronica        V**  

YUEN, Lois V V V V V V V  

ZACKS, Cindy  V V V V  V  

ZAROW, Terri  V  V   V Aesthetics, Deer  

ZELLER Rudy V   V     

ZERNEKE, Jeanette  V V V V  V  

ZIEGLER, Ann V V  V  V V  

ZUCKERMAN, Elizabeth        Aesthetics, Ecosystem 

ZUKOSKI, Katie         

ZUPAN, Karen        No comments 

ZUREK, Steff V V V V V V V Aesthetics, Serenity 
 

Additional Comments and Concerns Expressed in the Generated Comments 
ANDERSON, Cheryl: ȰIn addition to the concerns listed below, I'm especially worried about the impact on dark skies. People can draw the shades, but bats, ospreys, migratory birds, and 
other non-human animals cannot as readily adapt to a messed-ÕÐ ÄÉÕÒÎÁÌȾÎÏÃÔÕÒÎÁÌ ÓÃÈÅÄÕÌÅȢȱ 
 

DECKER, Joe: It is particularly essential that the project not be visible from 395, nor from 120 east of 395 to the high point between Panum Crater and the Mono-Inyo Craters, nor particularly 
from the primary scenic locations around the lake, including South Tufa. This does not seem impossible to me in broad terms, but ... the Draft doesn't... address these needs. 
 

FREEMAN, Kyri: As much as I, with so many others, appreciate the great food at the Mobil Station, the size and location of the proposed new development worry me. That intersection 
(395/120) is busy already. In particular, it's gotten hard to pull off 120 and make the left turn to head down 395 into town. With more traffic at the intersection, either there's going to need 
to be a traffic light installed, or I think there are going to be delays and even accidents, between vehicles and also between vehicles and deer. Then, there's the issue that this is a big, bulky 
complex that really doesn't fit the overall look of the town and creates a significant visual and light-pollution impact. It will be visual from many areas around the lake, including South Tufa 
and Panum Crater. Lastly, the need for this large project in a town whose economy is primarily seasonal seems questionable to me. Is it really needed? Are there alternatives that are more 
in keeping with the community as a whole? During my visit earlier this month I spoke with at least one local business owner who had serious concerns about the project. 
 

HIBBETT, Lori: (1) Traffic at the 395/120 intersection. Will 395 be widened to allow a merge lane? (2) 2. There is rarely any extended time period where there are no rooms available in Lee 
Vining. And if there are no rooms, folks can easily head to Bridgeport or June Lake. This could significantly impact those with existing business - both dining and lodging. (3) Dark skies - 
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even though the correct lighting fixtures are in the plan that doesn't address car lights of 150 + vehicle headlamps shining every which direction, front porch and interior lights in the 
residential area. The existing lights in Lee Vining are significant as seen from South Tufa.  (4) Do they REALLY need 100 PLUS Households to support 120 room hotel and restaurant? I would 
think that is over kill. I'm not in the hospitality business but can walk through any midsized hotel and see probably 6 people working each floor (2 for this proposed hotel) so a total of 12 
housekeeping staff (maybe 15). Then the restaurant will likely have no more than 20 total staff for it to successfully operate throughout the year. We're at 40 people now. That is a far cry 
from the 100 + rooms being sought. I do see there is an expectation for job/population growth in Lee Vining in the near future. However, over 50% of the residents make between $20,000-
$30,000. I am concerned that they will be priced out of the housing availability. 
 

KEMPER, Lauriȡ ȰPlease consider alternatives to reduce the visual impacts, including preserving night sky. Also, the document should outline additional alternatives to protect wildlife 
especially deer migration corridors and habitat. Lastly, sewage treatment should be required such that increases in nitrogen and phosphorus concentrations in groundwater are kept to a 
ÍÉÎÉÍÕÍ ÁÎÄ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÄ ÓÏ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÓ ÉÎ ÎÕÔÒÉÅÎÔ ÌÏÁÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÓÔÒÅÁÍÓ ÁÎÄ -ÏÎÏ ,ÁËÅ ÄÏ ÎÏÔ ÏÃÃÕÒȢȱ 
 

MCPHERSON, Barry:  Due to many concerns that other commenters have brought up and that I brought up in my November 2016 comments, this very large proposed development for 
Mono Basin, and especially large for the town of Lee Vining, needs to move in reasonable stages over a decade or more.   Contingencies at each phase need to preclude additional phases 
being built if problems arise.   This would include problems in the areas of: (a) community disruption and conflicts, (b) services for safety, security, schools, and emergency medical situations, 
(c) increased pedestrian safety and parking issues in the town of Lee Vining, (d) excessive load on volunteer fire-fighters with equipment inadequacies for the new demand, 
- air quality impacts from vehicles and heating of space and water within buildings,(e) water table and streamflow, (f)  night-sky pollution impacts, especially from outdoor lighting at the 
development, (g) highway safety, including vehicle/deer interactions, (h) wildlife migration and population health (particularly mule deer), (i) workforce housing needs within the basin, (j) 
wildfire risks, and (k) increased levels and frequency of extreme storm and climate conditions as forecasted global warming impacts become reality.    
   

Local, state, national, and international development of technologies to reduce fossil-fuel dependence and reduce other greenhouse gas emissions contributing to the growing rate of 
global warming could permit faster construction of this proposed housing/hotel/restaurant development. The same applies to development of water conservation technologies. 
I support the following phased development plan already submitted by at least one other commenter: 
PHASE 1:   15 apartments are built, with preference given to Mobil gas mart and deli workers and residents of the Mono Basin.     
PHASE 2:   The hotel and/or hilltop restaurant is designed and approved by the Board of Supervisors, leading to actual completion of the facilities.   
PHASE 3:   An additional 15 apartment units are allowed, based on new jobs provided by the hotel (15 apartments) and/or hilltop restaurant (10 apartments).   
PHASE 4:   As time progresses, the need, occupancy, impacts on the town, impacts on traffic, impacts on deer migration, etc. should become more clear.   At that point, which may be at 
least 10 years out the situation is re-evaluated by Mono County and the local community with the possibility of more residential construction.    
   

) ÁÇÒÅÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÒÅÃÅÎÔ ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔÓ )ȭÖÅ ÓÅÅÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÅÆÆÅÃÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÕÓÉÎÇ ,ÅÅ 6ÉÎÉÎÇ ÁÓ Á ÍÁÊÏÒ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÒÅÁ ÆÏÒ -ÁÍÍÏÔÈȭÓ ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅ ÉÓ unfair to the community and to the Mammoth workers.   Long 
commutes burning fossil fuels, especially on icy roads over high summits like Deadman (the second highest summit to Conway Summit throughout all states traversed by Hwy 395), are 
counterproductive and dangerous.   The planners should try to enhance projects closer to the jobs in Mammoth. The proponent should reach out to residents of Lee Vining and the rest of 
Mono Basin and discuss alternatives to this very large and impactful development. It is clear to me that Mono County and the SEIR consultant should increase their outreach as the Final 
SEIR is prepared.   
 

MURAMOTO, Jo Ann:  I am particularly concerned that the proposed expansion is located on top of the headwaters of the Owens River (a public water supply for the City of Los Angeles) 
and the headwaters of Mono Lake, an inland lake which provides valuable habitat for migratory birds and wildlife. This project will open the door to future cumulative impacts on water 
quality and habitat because it will encourage further development in the area. Demand for drinking water will increase and will strain water supplies, in a region which is known as the " 
Land of Little Rain." If this project is to have minimal impact on the environment, a long-term water protection and conservation plan, advanced wastewater treatment, stormwater 
treatment that replenishes the aquifer and takes into account changes in precipitation due to climate change, and clear identification of responsible parties may help to mitigate cumulative 
impacts. The last item is particularly important to ensure that mitigation measures are implemented and maintained over the long run. 
 

PAINTER, Michael J:  I am writing on behalf of the more than 950 members and supporters of Californians for Western Wilderness (CalUWild), a citizens organization dedicated to 
encouraging and facilitating participation in legislative and administrative actions affecting wilderness and other public lands in the West. Our members use and enjoy public lands in 
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California and all over the West. 7Å ÁÐÐÒÅÃÉÁÔÅ ÔÈÉÓ ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ $3%)2 ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÅÄ 4ÉÏÇÁ )ÎÎȢȣ/ÕÒ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÒÅ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÁÄÖÅÒÓÅ ÅÎvironmental impacts 
listed in the project [DSEIR] that are considered significant and unavoidable. From CalUWild's standpoint, the most significant are those that affect the natural environment, specifically 
impacts on the scenic resources, the creation of light and glare and impacts to wildlife. This is not to discount negative impacts to the town of Lee Vining, such as traffic and safety. 
  

Visitors from all over the world come to Mono Lake to experience its unique geology and dramatic scenery against the granite wall of the Eastern Sierra. The area's scenic importance is 
reflected in the fact that the Mono Basin is a "National Scenic Area. " As proposed now, the development will be visible from far and wide across the Basin. This goes for both visitors to 
Mono Lake, particularly the South Tufa Area, and people traveling along U.S. 395 from the south. The project should not be visible from South Tufa or from 395.  
 

Glare from windows will only add to the prominence of the development. This will have extremely negative consequences for visitors and their enjoyment. It is unacceptable.  
There is an increasing recognition of the value of dark skies at night. ...More development of this type will negatively impact the ability of visitors to see the stars at night.  
Finally, wildlife movement needs to be protected, especially cumulative impacts to deer.  
 

From an adequacy standpoint, the Final SEIR needs to include alternatives that reduce these impacts to a much less significant level. It is disappointing that the Draft does not already 
consider mitigation that would reduce the project's visibility. This intersection is the "Gateway to Yosemite," after all, and should reflect an accompanying respect for the natural 
environment. This proposal fails on that count. The construction of the Mobil Station was already an intrusion, even with its relative unobtrusiveness. This proposal is very much more 
significant (and worse).  Again, we urge you to reject it.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please inform us of your decision in this matter and please also inform us of further 
opportunities to be involved in your public decision-making processes.  
 

POTTER, Spencer: The project rejects the Optional Siting Alternative because this alternative does not " deliver outstanding views from the [Project] site " (DSEIR 7.4). However, the 
Project results in significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts which will irreparably mar the landscape and ruin the view from South Tufa. The lead agency here is trading the values of 
the community's views from South Tufa for views for the project proponent. The lead agency has been bought by this developer at the expense of the public's viewshed and the 
environmental and aesthetic values of this landscape. 
 

I am writing to comment on the Tioga Inn Specific Plan & SEIR. Thank you for your work on this EIR. The proposed Tioga Inn development is completely out of character with the current 
development of the Mono Basin and Lee Vining area, and would result in many unavoidable negative impacts that cannot be mitigated, as identified by the SEIR. The SEIR considers a 
Ȱ2ÅÄÕÃÅÄ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅȟȱ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÒÅÄÕÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÆÒÏÍ ΧΦΦ ÔÏ ΫΦ ÕÎÉÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ Ȱ%ÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌÌÙ 3ÕÐÅÒÉÏÒ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅȢȱ 4ÈÅ 3%)2 ÁÌÓÏ ÒÅÊÅÃÔÓ 
Á Ȱ.Ï 0ÒÏÊÅÃÔȱ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÁÌÓÏ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÁÓ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌÌÙ ÓÕÐÅÒÉÏÒȢ ! ÍÏÄÉÆÉÅÄ Reduced Development Alternative (with a greater than 50% reduction in the proposed housing 
development) should be considered and recommended in the SEIR, and the project as proposed should be rejected, along with rejection of any alternatives that include 100 units of housing, 
including the Cluster Design Alternative and the Apartment Design Alternative. As explicitly laid out in the SEIR, there are unavoidable negative impacts with any of the projects that involve 
that much housingɂincluding on deer migration, traffic, visual impact, and safety.  
 

Reasons cited against the Reduced Development Alternative and the No Project Alternatives are that they do not meet the projeÃÔ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅÓ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÉÎÇ ȰÓÕÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÏÎ 
the project site to accommodate a majority of employees of the hotel, the full-service restaurant and other onsite land uses (page 3-ΫɊȢȱ 4ÈÅ ÂÉÇÇÅÓÔ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÉÓ ÅÎÔÉÒÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ 
objective, which justifies the scale of the housing project based on a non-existent (ÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÁÐÐÒÏÖÅÄɊ ÈÏÔÅÌ ÁÎÄ Á ÔÈÅÏÒÅÔÉÃÁÌ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÎÅÅÄȢ 4ÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ÇÕÁÒÁÎÔÅÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÈÏÔÅÌ ×ÉÌÌ 
ever be built (it has been approved for decades and not been built), and there is no current need for housing for its non-existent employees. Thus, we are stuck evaluating whether the 
housing project meets the needs of the hotel, which may or may not ever existɂwe may end up with a 100 unit housing development for 300 people, more than doubling the size of Lee 
Vining, and no hotel for them to work at. 
  

If this project were evaluated for what it is, a simple housing development for the sake of rental housing, the Reduced Development Alternative would be a perfect solution for providing 
housing on a scale that is currently needed in Lee Vining (in my view, housing for 30-60 people). I recognize the difficulty perhaps in changing the proposed goals and taking the hotel out 
of the equation, though I strongly urge you to do soɂbut a simple solution is project phasing. Please consider a Phased Project Alternative, where a small amount of housing (I propose 15 
ÕÎÉÔÓɊ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÁÐÐÒÏÖÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÃÏÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÄÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ being an increased workforce when the hotel is built. 
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Please also change the title ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÔÏ ÔÁËÅ ÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȢȱ 4ÈÉÓ ÔÉÔÌÅ ÉÓ ÍÉÓÌÅÁÄÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÓÏÎÓ ) ÊÕÓÔ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄɂthis housing is not contingent on a real workforce need 
and is really just a general rental housing development project. It is not going to be affordable housing (as stated by County officials at the public meeting in Lee Vining in July), and any 
regulations that residents must be working in Mono County are unenforceable. In the very title of the proposed project, the developer (and by extension, the county) is egregiously 
ÍÉÓÌÅÁÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÏÆ -ÏÎÏ #ÏÕÎÔÙ ÂÙ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȢȱ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÒÅÎÔÁÌ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȟ ÁÎÄ ÁÎÙ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÄ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÄ ÉÎ ÉÔȟ ÒÅÇÁÒÄÌÅÓÓ ÏÆ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ 
for the Tioga Inn or not. This was made abundantly clear at the July public meeting in Lee Vining, with both the county and developer flip-flopping between justifying the project based on 
the hotel workforce and saying it is needed to provide general housing for areas as far away as Mammoth Mountain.  

BÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÁÌ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȟ ÁÎÄ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÔ ÉÎ ÁÎÙ ×ÁÙ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÔÅÌ, I recommend you modify and re-evaluate the Reduced 
Development Alternative as defined in SEIR (a 50% decrease in units). I also urge you to consider a ...Ȱ2ÅÄÕÃÅÄ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ Ψȱȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ Á ÒÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÕÎÉÔÓ ÏÆ 
80%, from 100 units to 20 units. Based on the calculations in the SEIR (100 units housing 300 people), 20 units would provide housing for about 60 people, which is much more fitting with 
the nature of the Mono Basin and would reduce negative impacts to non-significant levels, and would provide the amount of housing actually needed in the area, at a reasonable pace of 
development. As stated in the SEIR, the Dept. of Finance projects that the populations of Lee Vining and Mono City will increase by 52 and 41 people, respectively by 2040.  

The SEIR considers a 50% reduction in housing units for the Reduced Development Alternative. In my original comments on the DSEIR I recommended a 50% reduction from the 80 units 
proposed then (I proposed 40 units). In the SEIR, the number of units has been inexplicably increased from 80 to 100 with no justification I could locate in the SEIR document. At the public 
meeting in July, county officials and the people who wrote the SEIR were also unable to explain the justification for the 20 unit increase in units from the draft to current version of the EIR. 
Please include a justification in the next draft of the SEIR for why 100 units are needed instead of 80. These proposals would forever change the character, nature, and quality of life in the 
Mono Basin and Lee Vining through the following impacts identified by the SEIR:  Significant visual impacts. Any approved project should reduce aesthetic and visual impacts to an 
insignificant level. Visual impacts should also be considered along with the impacts of the approved hotel and gas station, and not piecemeal (the visual impact will not be piecemeal); 
Significant, cumulative impacts on deer migration. Any mitigation for this would be contingent on outside agencies and not the developers; as such, the mitigation is unenforceable and 
not guaranteed, which is unacceptable; Impacts on public safety & traffic. Mitigation of these factors depends on uncertain funding and approval of outside agencies, and is likewise 
unenforceable and not guaranteed.   
 

To summarize, I recommend the following to be included in the Final SEIR: Ɇ 2ÅÊÅÃÔ ɉÉȢÅȢ ȰÄÏ ÎÏÔ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄ ÏÒ ÓÅÌÅÃÔȱɊ ÔÈÅ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ project proposal, the Clustered Development Alternative, 
and the Apartment Development Alternatives because they have too many negative impacts that cannot be mitigated.  Ɇ -ÏÄÉÆÙ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÇÏÁÌÓ ÔÏ ÓÔÒÉËÅ ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÔÏ ȰÓÕÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ 
workforce housinÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÓÉÔÅ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÅ Á ÍÁÊÏÒÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÔÅÌȣȱ 2Å-word the project goal to be to provide a reasonable amount of general rental housing as 
needed for the Mono Basin/Lee Vining community.  Ɇ 4ÁËÅ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÉÎÇÅÎÕÏÕÓ ×ÏÒÄ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÔÉÔÌÅȢ 2ÅÐÌÁÃÅ ×ÉÔÈ Ȱ2ÅÎÔÁÌ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇȢȱ  
Ɇ 2Å-consider the Reduced Development Alternative (at a 50% reduction in housing level) considering the project as a simple rental housing development for current real housing needs, 
and not as housing for the theoretical future hotel.  Ɇ #ÏÎÓÉÄÅÒ Á 2ÅÄÕÃÅÄ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ Ψ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÒÅÄÕÃÅÄ ÂÙ ήΦϻ ÔÏ ΨΦ ÕÎÉÔÓȢ Ɇ #ÏÎÓÉÄÅÒ Á 0ÈÁÓÅÄ 
Development Alternative in which 15 units are allowed to be built immediately, but the remainder... is contingent on actual workforce need at the site. Ɇ *ÕÓÔÉÆÙ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ &ÉÎÁÌ 3%)2 ×ÈÙ ÔÈÅ 
development proposal was increased from 80 to 100 units; if there is no reasonable justification, please drop the proposal back to 80.  This proposal, as defined, would without doubt forever 
change the character of the Mono Basin, through visual impacts, increased traffic, and negative impacts on deer, as well as the more than quadrupling of population of the town of Lee 
Vining (SEIR states that 89 people currently live in Lee Vining). The Mono Basin and Mono County deserve an honest, straight-forward proposal that does not try to justify an inappropriately 
ÓÃÁÌÅÄȟ ÄÅÓÔÒÕÃÔÉÖÅ ÒÅÎÔÁÌ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÎ ÉÍÁÇÉÎÁÒÙ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÁÔ Á ÈÙÐÏÔÈÅÔÉÃÁÌ ÈÏÔÅÌȢ 
 

RATTENNE, Kirkȡ ȰMy main concern is as currently proposed, the project will be highly visible from many classic viewpoints including South Tufa, Panum Crater, and Highway 395 south 
of Lee Vining, and will have significant impacts on the prized dark night sËÉÅÓ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ -ÏÎÏ "ÁÓÉÎȟ ÄÅÅÒ ÍÉÇÒÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅ ,ÅÅ 6ÉÎÉÎÇ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÍÏÒÅȱ 
 

RAY, Daniel. See the city of Flagstaff, AZ as an example. http://www.flagstaffdarkskies.org/international-dark-sky-city/ 
 

SCHWARZ, Christian: I am writing to comment on the Tioga Inn Specific Plan & SEIR. Thank you for your work on this EIR. The proposed Tioga Inn development is completely out of 
character with the current development of the Mono Basin and Lee Vining area, and would result in many unavoidable negative impacts that cannot be mitigated, [per] the SEIR. 

http://www.flagstaffdarkskies.org/international-dark-sky-city/
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The SEIR considers a Ȱ2ÅÄÕÃÅÄ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅȟȱ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÒÅÄÕÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÆÒÏÍ ΧΦΦ ÔÏ ΫΦ ÕÎÉÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ Ȱ%ÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌÌÙ 3ÕÐÅÒÉÏÒ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅȢȱ 
4ÈÅ 3%)2 ÁÌÓÏ ÒÅÊÅÃÔÓ Á Ȱ.Ï 0ÒÏÊÅÃÔȱ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÁÌÓÏ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÁÓ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌÌÙ Óuperior. A modified Reduced Development Alternative (with a greater than 50% reduction in 
the proposed housing development) should be considered and recommended in the SEIR, and the project as proposed should be rejected, along with rejection of any alternatives that 
include 100 units of housing, including the Cluster Design Alternative and the Apartment Design Alternative. As explicitly laid out in the SEIR, there are unavoidable negative impacts with 
any of the projects that involve that much housingɂincluding on deer migration, traffic, visual impact, and safety.  

Reasons cited against the Reduced Development Alternative and the No Project Alternatives are that they do not meet the projeÃÔ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅÓ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÉÎÇ ȰÓÕÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 
on the project site to accommodate a majority of employees of the hotel, the full-service restaurant and other onsite land uses (page 3-ΫɊȢȱ 4ÈÅ ÂÉÇÇÅÓÔ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÉÓ ÅÎÔÉÒÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÉÓ 
that objective, which justifies the scale of the housing project based on a non-ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÔ ɉÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÁÐÐÒÏÖÅÄɊ ÈÏÔÅÌ ÁÎÄ Á ÔÈÅÏÒÅÔÉÃÁÌ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÎÅÅÄȢ 4ÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ÇÕÁÒÁÎÔÅÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÈÏÔÅÌ 
will ever be built (it has been approved for decades and not been built), and there is no current need for housing for its non-existent employees. Thus, we are stuck evaluating whether the 
housing project meets the needs of the hotel, which may or may not ever existɂwe may end up with a 100 unit housing development for 300 people, more than doubling the size of Lee 
Vining, and no hotel for them to work at.  

If this project were evaluated for what it is, a simple housing development for the sake of rental housing, the Reduced Development Alternative would be a perfect solution for providing 
housing on a scale that is currently needed in Lee Vining (in my view, housing for 30-60 people). I recognize the difficulty perhaps in changing the proposed goals and taking the hotel out 
of the equation, though I strongly urge you to do soɂbut a simple solution is project phasing. Please consider a Phased Project Alternative, where a small amount of housing (I propose 15 
ÕÎÉÔÓɊ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÁÐÐÒÏÖÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÃÏÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÄÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ being an increased workforce when the hotel is built.  
 

Please also change ÔÈÅ ÔÉÔÌÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÔÏ ÔÁËÅ ÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȢȱ 4ÈÉÓ ÔÉÔÌÅ ÉÓ ÍÉÓÌÅÁÄÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÓÏÎÓ ) ÊÕÓÔ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄɂthis housing is not contingent on a real workforce 
need and is really just a general rental housing development project. It is not going to be affordable housing (as stated by County officials at the public meeting in Lee Vining in July), and 
any regulations that residents must be working in Mono County are unenforceable. In the very title of the proposed project, the developer (and by extension, the county) is egregiously 
ÍÉÓÌÅÁÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÏÆ -ÏÎÏ #ÏÕÎÔÙ ÂÙ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȢȱ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÒÅÎÔÁÌ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȟ ÁÎÄ ÁÎÙ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÄ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÃÁÎ be housed in it, regardless of whether they are 
Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ 4ÉÏÇÁ )ÎÎ ÏÒ ÎÏÔȢ 4ÈÉÓ ×ÁÓ ÍÁÄe abundantly clear at the July public meeting in Lee Vining, with both the county and developer flip-flopping between justifying the 
project based on the hotel workforce and saying it is needed to provide general housing for areas as far away as Mammoth Mountain.  "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÁÌ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȟ 
and because it is not contingent in any way on the construction of the hotel, I recommend you modify and re-evaluate the Reduced Development Alternative as defined in SEIR (a 50% 
decrease in units)Ȣ ) ÁÌÓÏ ÕÒÇÅ ÙÏÕ ÔÏ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ ×ÈÉÃÈ )ȭÌÌ ÃÁÌÌ Ȱ2ÅÄÕÃÅÄ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ Ψȱȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ Á ÒÅÄÕÃtion in housing units of 80%, from 100 units 
to 20 units. Based on the calculations in the SEIR (100 units housing 300 people), 20 units would provide housing for about 60 people, which is much more fitting with the nature of the 
Mono Basin and would reduce negative impacts to non-significant levels, and would provide the amount of housing actually needed in the area, at a reasonable pace of development. As 
stated in the SEIR, the Department of Finance projects that the populations of Lee Vining and Mono City will increase by 52 and 41 people, respectively by 2040.  
 

The current SEIR considers a 50% reduction in housing units for the Reduced Development Alternative. In my original comments on the draft EIR I recommended a 50% reduction from 
the 80 units proposed then (I proposed 40 units). In the SIER, the number of units has been inexplicably increased from 80 to 100 with no justification I could locate in the SEIR document. 
At the public meeting in July, county officials and the people who wrote the SEIR were also unable to explain the justification for the 20 unit increase in units from the draft to current 
version of the EIR. Please include a justification in the next draft of the SEIR for why 100 units are needed instead of 80. 
 

These proposals would forever change the character, nature, and quality of life in the Mono Basin and Lee Vining through the following impacts identified by the SEIR:  Ɇ 3ÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÖÉÓÕÁÌ 
impacts. Any approved project should reduce aesthetic and visual impacts to an insignificant level. Visual impacts should also be considered along with the impacts of the approved hotel 
and gas station, and not piecemeal (the visual impact will not be piecemeal)  Ɇ 3ÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔȟ ÃÕÍÕÌÁÔÉÖÅ ÉÍÐÁÃÔÓ ÏÎ ÄÅÅÒ ÍÉÇÒÁÔÉÏÎȢ !ÎÙ ÍÉÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÉÓ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÔ ÏÎ ÏÕÔÓÉÄÅ 
agencies and not the developers; as such, the mitigation is unenforceable and not guaranteed, which is unacceptable.  Ɇ )ÍÐÁÃÔÓ ÏÎ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÁÆÅÔÙ Ǫ ÔÒÁÆÆÉÃȢ -ÉÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ 
depends on uncertain funding and approval from outside agencies, and is likewise unenforceable & not guaranteed.   
 

To summarize, I recommend the following to be included in the Final SEIR: Ɇ 2ÅÊÅÃÔ ɉÉȢÅȢ ȰÄÏ ÎÏÔ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄ ÏÒ ÓÅÌÅÃÔȱɊ ÔÈÅ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÁÌȟ ÔÈÅ #ÌÕÓÔÅÒÅÄ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅȟ 
and the Apartment Development Alternatives because they have too many negative impacts that cannot be mitigated.  Ɇ -ÏÄÉÆÙ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÇÏÁÌÓ ÔÏ ÓÔÒÉËÅ ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÔÏ ȰÓÕÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ 
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×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÓÉÔÅ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÅ Á ÍÁÊÏÒÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÔÅÌȣȱ 2Å-word the project goal to be to provide a reasonable amount of general rental housing as 
needed for the Mono Basin/Lee Vining community.  Ɇ 4ÁËÅ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÉÎÇÅÎÕÏÕÓ ×ÏÒÄ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÔÉÔÌÅȢ 2ÅÐÌÁÃÅ ×ÉÔÈ Ȱ2ÅÎÔÁÌ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇȢȱ  
Ɇ 2Å-consider the Reduced Development Alternative (at a 50% reduction in housing level) considering the project as a simple rental housing development for current real housing needs, 
and not as housing for the theoretical future hotel.  Ɇ #ÏÎÓÉÄÅÒ Á 2ÅÄÕÃÅÄ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ Ψ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÒÅÄÕÃÅÄ ÂÙ ήΦϻ ÔÏ ΨΦ ÕÎÉÔÓȢ Ɇ #ÏÎÓÉÄÅÒ Á 0ÈÁÓÅÄ 
Development Alternative in which 15 units are allowed to be built immediately, but the remainder... is contingent on actual workforce need at the site. Ɇ *ÕÓÔÉÆÙ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ &ÉÎÁÌ 3%)2 ×ÈÙ ÔÈÅ 
development proposal was increased from 80 to 100 units; if there is no reasonable justification, please drop the proposal back to 80.  
 

This proposal, as defined, would without doubt forever change the character of the Mono Basin through visual impacts, increased traffic, negative impacts on deer, as well as the more 
than quadrupling of population of the town of Lee Vining (the SEIR states that 89 people currently live in Lee Vining). The Mono Basin and Mono County deserve an honest and straight-
forward proposal that does not try to justify an inappropriately scaled, destructive rental hÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÎ ÉÍÁÇÉÎÁÒÙ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÁÔ Á ÈÙÐÏÔÈÅÔÉÃÁÌ ÈÏÔÅÌȢ 
 

STANSBERY, Steve:  Ȱ) +./7 ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÍÕÃÈ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÄÏÎÅ ÉÎ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÐÒÅÓÅÒÖÅ ÔÈÉÓ ÁÒÅÁ΄Ó ÄÁÒË ÓËÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÕÒÇÅ ÙÏÕ ÔÏ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÁÐÐÌÉÃÁÎÔ to contact the International Dark-Sky 
!ÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÓ ÄÅÃÁÄÅÓ ÏÆ ÓÕÃÃÅÓÓÆÕÌ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅ ÉÎ ÐÒÅÓÅÒÖÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÃÉÏÕÓ ÄÁÒË ÎÉÇÈÔ ÓËÙȢȱ 
 

SULLIVAN, Jeff: For many Mono County visitors, the attraction of the Mono Basin is specifically its relatively undeveloped nature: for sunrise photography, daylight landscape 
photography, sunset photography, night photography, and astrophotography. Dark Sky tourism is a major increasing global trend. Siting a major development within eyesight of South 
Tufa and Black Point, and where even mitigated and compliant increased lighting will impact the critical dark sky resource, will significantly and adversely affect Mono County's 
attractiveness as a night landscape photography, astronomy and sky-watching destination. 
 

One workshop series alone can bring hundreds of thousands of dollars into area businesses. A casual Internet search yields about 20 such operations, and that doesn't count individual 
visitors, informal groups, or organized tours clearly increasing from overseas sources such as China. Some operations charge $1000/day for 4-5 day trips! The local business impact is 
easily currently in tens of millions of dollars, and it's placed in jeopardy by any visual impacts, particularly the addition of any light whatsoever.  The value of Mono County is not 
impervious to all assaults. Please consider and recognize this as one of your greatest ones as dark night sky destinations become increasingly rare and ever more valuable. While overall 
global light pollution increases about 2-3% per year, Mono County's value as a destination could and should be increasing, not decreasing. 
 

With this proposal and development, the County clearly is ignorant of its resource, and utterly blindsided to the potential impact. Educate yourselves. Look at the light pollution on the 
slopes above Lee Vining today, in photos from South Tufa. Existing light sources need to be severely cut back and mitigated. If Mono County has not consulted the International Dark Sky 
Association for most stringent lighting regulations and ways to reduce overall light pollution, as well as dark sky place certification. The existing and future value of Lee Vining as a dark 
sky destination is threatened with extinction. To deal with the possibility (likelihood?) of Mono County not adequately recognizing and protecting its resource, I am already assessing 
replacement destinations to move my business to. There are some stunning alternatives in Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Idaho and Montana, and I've already scouted many of them. Expect 
many of the other existing and future operations to do make similar assessments. 
 

The need for employee housing is clearly important, but it is also clear that development is FAR more appropriate for locations closer to existing light sources, and a much healthier 
general trend for lighting in the area is downward. Could the development be sited much closer to the existing light scars of Mammoth Lakes or June Lake (which themselves need to be 
reduced), perhaps via a land swap with USFS, LADWP, BLM, or...? Given that this is a critical concern, all options must be fully explored. 
 

YOVOVICH, VERONICAȢ 4ÈÅ 3%)2 ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÓ Á Ȱ2ÅÄÕÃÅÄ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅȟȱ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÒÅÄÕÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÆÒÏÍ ΧΦΦ ÔÏ ΫΦ ÕÎÉÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ Ȱ%ÎÖiron-
ÍÅÎÔÁÌÌÙ 3ÕÐÅÒÉÏÒ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅȢȱ 4ÈÅ 3%)2 ÁÌÓÏ ÒÅÊÅÃÔÓ Á Ȱ.Ï 0ÒÏÊÅÃÔȱ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÁÌÓÏ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÁÓ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌÌÙ superior. A modified Reduced Development Alternative (with a 
greater than 50% reduction in the proposed housing development) should be considered and recommended in the SEIR, and the project as proposed should be rejected, along with 
rejection of any alternatives that include 100 units of housing, including the Cluster Design Alternative and the Apartment Design Alternative. As explicitly laid out in the SEIR, there are 
unavoidable negative impacts with any of the projects that involve that much housingɂincluding on deer migration, traffic, visual impact, and safety. 
  

Reasons cited against the Reduced Development Alternative and the No Project Alternatives are that they do not meet the projeÃÔ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅÓ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÉÎÇ ȰÓÕÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 
on the project site to accommodate a majority of employees of the hotel, the full-service restaurant and other onsite land uses (page 3-ΫɊȢȱ 4ÈÅ ÂÉÇÇÅÓÔ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÉÓ ÅÎÔÉÒÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÉÓ 
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that objective, which justifies the scale of the housing project based on a non-ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÔ ɉÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÁÐÐÒÏÖÅÄɊ ÈÏÔÅÌ ÁÎÄ Á ÔÈÅÏÒÅÔÉÃÁÌ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÎÅÅÄȢ 4ÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ÇÕÁÒÁÎÔÅÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÈÏÔÅÌ 
will ever be built (it has been approved for decades and not been built), and there is no current need for housing for its non-existent employees. Thus, we are stuck evaluating whether the 
housing project meets the needs of the hotel, which may or may not ever existɂwe may end up with a 100 unit housing development for 300 people, more than doubling the size of Lee 
Vining, and no hotel for them to work at. If this project were evaluated for what it is, a simple housing development for the sake of rental housing, the Reduced Development Alternative 
would be a perfect solution for providing housing on a scale that is currently needed in Lee Vining (in my view, housing for 30-60 people). I recognize the difficulty perhaps in changing the 
proposed goals and taking the hotel out of the equation, though I strongly urge you to do soɂbut a simple solution is project phasing. Please consider a Phased Project Alternative, where 
a small amount of housing (I propose 15 units) ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÁÐÐÒÏÖÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÃÏÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÄÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÂÅÉÎÇ Án increased 
workforce when the hotel is built. 
 

#ÈÁÎÇÅ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÔÌÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÔÏ ÔÁËÅ ÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȢȱ 4ÈÉÓ ÔÉÔÌÅ ÉÓ ÍÉsleading for the reasons I just explainedɂthis housing is not contingent on a real workforce need and is 
really just a general rental housing development project. It is not going to be affordable housing (as stated by County officials at the public meeting in Lee Vining in July), and any 
regulations that residents must be working in Mono County are unenforceable. In the very title of the proposed project, the developer (and by extension, the county) is egregiously 
misleading the public of Mono County by usiÎÇ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȢȱ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÒÅÎÔÁÌ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȟ ÁÎÄ ÁÎÙ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÄ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÄ ÉÎ ÉÔȟ ÒÅÇÁÒÄÌÅÓÓ ÏÆ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÅÙ are 
Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ 4ÉÏÇÁ )ÎÎ ÏÒ ÎÏÔȢ 4ÈÉÓ ×ÁÓ ÍÁÄÅ ÁÂÕÎÄÁÎÔÌÙ ÃÌÅÁÒ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ *ÕÌÙ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÍÅÅÔÉÎÇ ÉÎ ,ÅÅ 6ÉÎÉÎÇȟ ×ÉÔÈ ÂÏÔÈ ÔÈÅ county and developer flip-flopping between justifying the 
project based on the hotel workforce and saying it is needed to provide general housing for areas as far away as Mammoth Mountain.  
 

"ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÁÌ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȟ ÁÎÄ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÔ És not contingent in any way on the construction of the hotel, I recommend you modify and re-evaluate the Reduced 
Development Alternative as defined in SEIR (a 50% decrease in units). I also urge you to consider a... Ȱ2ÅÄÕÃÅÄ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ Ψȱȟ ×ÈÉch would be a reduction in housing units 
of 80%, from 100 units to 20 units. Based on the calculations in the SEIR (100 units housing 300 people), 20 units would provide housing for about 60 people, which is much more fitting 
with the nature of the Mono Basin and would reduce negative impacts to non-significant levels, and would provide the amount of housing actually needed in the area, at a reasonable 
pace of development. As stated in the SEIR, the Dept. of Finance projects that the populations of Lee Vining and Mono City will increase by 52 and 41 people, respectively by 2040.  
 

The current SEIR considers a 50% reduction in housing units for the Reduced Development Alternative. In my original comments on the draft EIR I recommended a 50% reduction from 
the 80 units proposed then (I proposed 40 units). In the SIER, the number of units has been inexplicably increased from 80 to 100 with no justification I could locate in the SEIR document. 
At the public meeting in July, county officials and the people who wrote the SEIR were also unable to explain the justification for the 20 unit increase in units from the draft to current 
version of the EIR. Please include a justification in the next draft of the SEIR for why 100 units are needed instead of 80.  
 

If it is ÉÍÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÉÎ ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÁÐÐÒÏÖÅÄ ÈÏÔÅÌ ÐÌÁÎȟ ÐÌÅÁÓÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ )ȭÌÌ ÃÁÌÌ Ȱ0ÈÁÓÅÄ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅȢȱ 4ÈÉÓ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ 
would allow a small amount of housing development (15 units) to be built immediately, with the remainder of the housing being contingent on actual workforce need at the Tioga Inn site 
(i.e., the hotel is being built and more housing is needed for real-life employees, not imaginary ones). My final recommendation is that the project as proposed in the SEIR be rejected (i.e. 
ȰÎÏÔ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÅÄ ÏÒ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÅÄȱɊȟ ÁÌÏÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ #ÌÕÓÔÅÒÅÄ ÁÎÄ !ÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ $ÅÓÉÇÎ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅÓȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ 3%)2 ÃÌÅÁÒÌÙ ÓÔÁÔÅs, these three alternatives include significant negative 
impacts that cannot be fully mitigated.  
 

These proposals would forever change the character, nature, and quality of life in the Mono Basin and Lee Vining through the following impacts identified by the SEIR:  Ɇ 3ÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÖÉÓÕÁÌ 
impacts. Any approved project should reduce aesthetic and visual impacts to an insignificant level. Visual impacts should also be considered along with the impacts of the approved hotel 
and gas station, and not piecemeal (the visual impact will not be piecemeal)  Ɇ 3ÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔȟ ÃÕÍÕÌÁÔÉÖÅ ÉÍÐÁÃÔÓ ÏÎ ÄÅÅÒ ÍÉÇration. Any mitigation for this would be contingent on outside 
agencies and not the developers; as such, the mitigation is unenforceable and not guaranteed, which is unacceptable.  Ɇ )ÍÐÁÃÔÓ ÏÎ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÁÆÅÔÙ Ǫ ÔÒÁÆÆÉÃȢ -ÉÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ 
depends on uncertain funding and approval from outside agencies, and is likewise unenforceable & not guaranteed.   To summarize, I recommend the following to be included in the Final 
SEIR: Ɇ 2ÅÊÅÃÔ ɉÉȢÅȢ ȰÄÏ ÎÏÔ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄ ÏÒ ÓÅÌÅÃÔȱɊ ÔÈÅ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÁÌȟ Ôhe Clustered Development Alternative, and the Apartment Development Alternatives because they have 
too many negative impacts that cannot be mitigated.  Ɇ -ÏÄÉÆÙ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÇÏÁÌÓ ÔÏ ÓÔÒÉËÅ ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÔÏ ȰÓÕÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÓÉte to accommodate a majority 
ÏÆ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÔÅÌȣȱ 2Å-word the project goal to be to provide a reasonable amount of general rental housing as needed for the Mono Basin/Lee Vining community.  Ɇ 4ÁËÅ ÔÈÅ 
ÄÉÓÉÎÇÅÎÕÏÕÓ ×ÏÒÄ Ȱ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ title. 2ÅÐÌÁÃÅ ×ÉÔÈ Ȱ2ÅÎÔÁÌ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇȱȠ Ɇ 2Å-consider the Reduced Development Alternative (at a 50% reduction in housing level) 
considering the project as a simple rental housing development for current real housing needs, and not as housing for the theoretical future hotel.  Ɇ #ÏÎÓÉÄÅÒ Á 2ÅÄÕÃÅÄ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ 
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Alternative 2 in which the amount of housing is reduced by 80% to 20 units. Ɇ #ÏÎÓÉÄÅÒ Á 0ÈÁÓÅÄ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ !ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ΧΫ ÕÎÉÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÁÌÌÏ×ÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÂÕÉÌÔ ÉÍÍÅÄÉÁÔÅÌÙȟ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅ 
remainder... is contingent on actual workforce need at the site. Ɇ *ÕÓÔÉÆÙ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ &ÉÎÁÌ 3%)2 ×ÈÙ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÁÌ ×ÁÓ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ήΦ ÔÏ ΧΦΦ ÕÎÉÔÓȠ ÉÆ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ÒÅÁÓÏÎÁÂÌÅ 
justification, please drop the proposal back to 80.  
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SECTION 4 

 
 
 

Many of the comments received during the DSEIR public review period were on shared or thematic issues or concerns.  
Topical responses have been provided in this section to comprehensively address these common issues (the topical 
responses complement the individual responses provided in FSEIR §5).  Table 4-1 below lists the 19 issues for which topical 
responses have been prepared, and cross references the comment letters in which the issue was raised.    
 

 

 

TABLE 4-1.  TOPICAL RESPONSES  TO ADDRESS KEY ISSUES  RAISED  
  
 

 
TOPICAL 

RESPONSE # 

 
ISSUE ADDRESSED 

WHERE ISSUE IS DISCUSSED  
IN EIR COMMENTS & RESPONSES 

 

 
1 

 

 

 
 
 

Aesthetics and Project 
Design 

Letter 1, Comment 1 
Letter 2, Comment 10 
Letter 3, Comments 10-12 
Letter 6, Comment 2 
Letter 10, Comment 4b 
Letter 12, Comments I.A.1-I.A.8, I.D.4.d, I.D.4.e, I.D.4.h, II.A-II.D 
Letter 15, Comment II.B.1 
Letter 16, Comments 16, 17 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments on aesthetics 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated comments on aesthetics 

 

 
2 

 

 

 
 
 

Light and Glare 

Letter 1, Comment 1 
Letter 6, Comment 4 
Letter 10, Comment 3d 
Letter 12, Comment I.A.5, I.A.6, I.D.4.g, II.A-II.D 
Letter 15, Comment I.B.1 
Letter 16, Comment 18 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments on light/glare 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated comments on light/glare 

 

3 
 

 

 
 

Alternatives 

Topical Response #3 
Letter 6, Comment 5 
Letter 10, Comment 5 
Letter 12, Comment II.A-II.D 
Letter 15, II.C 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments on alternatives 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated comments on alternatives 

 

4 
 

 

 
Pedestrian Linkage and 

Safety 

Letter 3, Comment 9 
Letter 4, Comment 3 
Letter 10, Comment 3b 
Letter 12, Comment II.D 
Letter 16, Comment 20 
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Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments on pedestrian linkage 
and safety 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated comments on pedestrian linkage 
and safety 

 

5 
 

 

 
Wildlife Crossing,  

Habitat Values 

Letter 1, Comment 2 
Letter 3, Comment 5 
Letter 12, Comment I.C.1, I.C.5,  
Letter 13, Comments 3, 6, 7 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments on wildlife crossings 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated comments on wildlife crossings 

 

6 
 

 

 
Secondary Emergency 
Access,  Public Safety 

Evacuation Plan 

Letter 2, Comment 3 
Letter 3, Comment 14 
Letter 8, Comments 2-5 
Letter 10, Comments 3a and 3g 
Letter 11, Comment 1 
Letter 15, Comment II.B.2 
Letter 16, Comment 15 
Letter 18, Comment 1 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments on secondary access 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated comments on secondary access 

 

7 
 

 

 
Phasing Plan 

Letter 8, Comment 2 
Letter 16, Comment 3 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments on phasing 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated comments on phasing 

 

8 
 

 

 
Housing Need, 

Occupancy, and Project 
Objectives 

Letter 10, Comment 6 
Letter 13, Comments 4, 8 
Letter 15, Comment II.A, II.B.6 
Letter 16, Comment 2 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments on housing need & 
occupancy 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated comments on housing need and 
occupancy 

 

9 
 

 

 
Traffic Impacts at SR 
120/US 395 Junction 

Letter 3, Comment 8 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments on SR 120/US 395 
intersection 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated comments on SR 120/US 395 
intersection 
Appendix D, updated Traffic Impact Analysis 

10 
 

 

 

ESTA/ESUSD/YARTS Bus 
Stops and Lee Vining 

Parking Issues 
 

Letter 3, Comments 6, 8 
Letter 5, Comment 1 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments on bus services 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated comments on bus services 

 

11 
 

 

 
Water Supply and Water 

Quality  

Letter 7, Comments 2-8 
Letter 12, Comment I.B.1-I.B.3 
Letter 13, Comment 2 
Letter 16, Comments 11-14 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments on groundwater, 
water supply and water quality 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated comments on groundwater, 
water supply and water quality 
Appendix C, updated Drainage Analysis 

  Letter 1, Comment 15 
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12 
 

 

Significant Adverse 
Impacts 

 

Letter 6, Comments 3, 5, 6 
Letter 9, Comments 2, 3c 
Letter 10, Comment 7 
Letter 12, Comments I.C.5, I.D.2, I.D.4.g, II.D.9 
Letter 13, Comment 6 
Letter 14, Comments 2, 3, 4 
Letter 15, Comments II.B.1, II.B.2, II.B.4, II.B.6, II.B.7,  
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments on Significant Effects 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated comments on Significant Effects 

 

13 
 

 
EIR Scope of Analysis 

Letter 4, Comments 14, 15 
Letter 6, Comment 1 
Letter 7, Comment 5 
Letter 8, Comment 3 
Letter 10, Comments 2, 5, 7 
Letter 15, Comments 1, 4,  
Letter 16, Comment 4 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments on the EIR scope of 
analysis 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated comments on the EIR scope of 
analysis. 

 

14 
 

 
Project Impacts on Lee 

Vining Planning and 
Community Character  

Letter 4, Comments 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14  
Letter 10, Comments 3e, 3f 
Letter 12, Comments I.D.3, I.D.4a, I.D.4.c, I.D.7, IV 
Letter 15, Comment I.B.7 
Letter 18, Comment 1 
Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments on community 
character 
Table 3-3 & Appendix B, generated comments on community 
character 
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 1 

 
 

AESTHETICS, PROJECT DESIGN, NEW PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE 6 

 
 
Potential project impacts on aesthetic resources was by far the concern most frequently raised in the DSEIR comment letters.   
Many of the letters requested that the project design be reconsidered with the goal to minimize visual and aesthetic impacts 
to the maximum feasible extent, and many suggested design elements that should be evaluated for this purpose.  Suggested 
design elements included screening berms, generous landscaping, additional grading to lower the elevation and profile of 
housing, reduced step down of pads or use of a level ground elevation to facilitate clustering, use of colors and materials to 
minimize contrast, replacement of 2-story units with 1-story units to lower building profiles, and other suggestions.  Many of 
the comments requested modifications to entirely eliminate or significantly minimize project views from US 395, South Tufa 
and other locations. 
 

The proposed housing design has been substantially modified in response to the suggestions and recommendations offered 
by the community.   The modified plan is herein referred to ÁÓ Ȱ!ÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ άȱ ÏÒ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ Ȭ-ÏÄÉÆÉÅÄ 0ÌÁÎȢȭ  Based on discussions 
in this section, as well as the considerations outlined in Topical Response #3 (Alternatives), Alternative 6 is identified in this 
FSEIR as the preferred alternative.  Substantive changes in the modified concept plan include the following elements: 
 

1. FORM, NUMBER AND ORIENTATION OF HOUSING STRUCTURES:  As shown in Exhibit 4-1, the modified plan shows 
a total of 11 residential structures, which is 4 fewer structures than were shown in the original Concept Plan.    In place of 
the more rectilinear forms shown in the original plan, units in the modified plan are rectangular (some are almost square) 
in shape, with the narrowest building wall oriented toward US 395; in the original plan, the longest building walls were 
oriented to US 395.  Additionally, the Modified Plan provides additional separation between the buildings to reduce 
massing.  In combination, the changed form, number and orientation of housing structures substantially reduce the 
surface area of walls and roofing with an eastern exposure.  These modifications also substantially increase the surface 
area of roofing with a southerly exposure, thus enhancing the efficiency of the solar panels to be located on all south-
facing roofs.   

 

2. REVEGETATION OF DISTURBED AREAS:  The entire housing footprint will be graded in one phase, and all of the 
graded lands (except for the area to be constructed in Phase I) will be planted directly following grading.  A new 
Mitigation Measure has been developed with specific details regarding the revegetation of temporarily disturbed lands, 
as outlined below:   

 

NEW MITIGATION BIO 5.3(a-6)(Revegetation of Temporarily Disturbed Areas): The following measures shall be 
provided for all project areas where temporary disturbance occurs due to earthwork and grading: 
 

 (a) TOPSOILS:  During earthwork, topsoil that must be disturbed in relatively weed-free habitats will be removed to 
Á ÄÅÐÔÈ ÏÆ ΧΨȱ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÏÃËÐÉÌÅÄ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÒÇÉÎÓ ÏÆ ÔÅÍÐÏÒÁÒÉÌÙ ÄÉÓÔÕÒÂÅÄ ÁÒÅÁÓ ÆÏÒ ÒÅÕÓÅ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ ÒÅÐÌÁÎÔÉÎÇȢ  3ÔÏÃËÐÉÌÅÓ 
will be used within one year of the completion of construction. During storage, topsoil will be armored to (a) minimize 
dust emissions, and (b) optimize survival of native seeds during replanting.  
 

(b) SCREENING:  Trees to be planted onsite for screening include native single leaf pinyon, Jeffrey pine, quaking 
aspen, and seeded mountain mahogany. Non-native Italian poplar sterile male transplants may be used in areas 
where rapid screening growth is desired.   Screening trees will be planted densely to compensate for up to 50% 
mortality prior to maturation. Irrigation and plant protection will be provided as needed to attain optimal tree growth, 
tree health, and screening efficacy. 
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(c) BITTERBRUSH:  Bitterbrush will be a chief component of the planting palette (see the shrubs listed on the 
amended Plant Palette (see Specific Plan Table 8-13), except adjacent to roads (SR 203 and US 395), where low-
growing shrub will be planted to restore plant cover that allows drivers greater visibility of approaching deer. Within 
250 feet of these roads, curl-leaf rabbitbrush and desert peach will be the only shrubs included in revegetation efforts. 
 

(d) SEED MIX ADJACENT TO ROADS:  The seed mix to be used adjacent to roads (including the protected corridor 
along US 395 as shown in Specific Plan Exhibit 8-2) shall consist of 1) curl-leaf rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus 
viscidiflorus, 1-2 ft maximum ht) and 2) desert peach (Prunus andersonii,2 ft), both of which are fast-growing, and 
currently abundant on-site especially where the soil and vegetation has been disturbed. 
 

(e) WEED CONTROL:  Weed control will be practiced in all temporarily disturbed habitats. Soil stockpiles will be 
included in weed controls. As the most invasive weeds in the project area are annual species, annual control 
scheduling will include at least one application prior to flowering and seed production. Weed control efficacy will be 
evaluated for the first five years following the completion of construction-related disturbance, during annual 
monitoring in fall. 
 

(f) MONITORING: Landscape plantings shall be monitored over a period of 5 years by a qualified biologist. The 
progress of revegetation will be evaluated at the end of each growing season and reported with regard to attainment 
of success criteria: 1) after 5 years, at least six live native shrubs per 4 square meters or 10% total living shrub canopy 
cover will be present, 2) within screening areas, at least one live tree per 4 square meters will be present, 3) weeds will 
together establish less than 10% canopy cover in sampled 4 square meter quadrats.   If it appears at the time of annual 
monitoring that any of these success criteria may not be met after 5 years, recommendations for specific remediations 
including re-planting or additional weed control will be provided in the annual monitoring report. 
 

Alternative 6 incorporates 3-high berms below each of the main residential parking lots.  These berms will be landscaped 
to further screen the residential units, block direct views of residential lighting from US 395, and filter the indirect glow 
of night lighting.  The Conceptual Landscape Standards (see Table 7-12) require that screening trees and shrubs be 
planted to provide a visual break of the views of the facilities and to reduce the appearance of residence height and bulk 
as seen from the US 395. 

 

3. REPLACEMENT OF 2-STORY ELEVATIONS WITH 1-STORY ELEVATIONS:  Whereas the original concept plan 
showed all 11 housing structures with 2 stories, six of the 11 housing structures in the Modified Plan are proposed as 1-
story structures.  The proposed 1-story structures comprise all of the lower (i.e., southeastern-most) buildings.  The 5 
housing structures on the upper row will remain as 2-story buildings.  The roofline exposure of the 6 structures on the 
lower row would be substantially attenuated by the change from 2-stories to 1 story, as described more fully below 
ÕÎÄÅÒ Ȭ'ÒÁÄÉÎÇȢȭ 4. GRADING:  Graded elevations along the easternmost housing grading line have been lowered by 
an average of 2 feetȟ ÔÏ ÍÏÒÅ ÆÕÌÌÙ ȰÓÉÎËȱ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÉÔÓ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÌÌÓÉÄÅ (see Exhibit 4-2, the grading plan for Alternative 6).  
Additionally, Alternative 6 shows 2 rows of housing structures (each with the parking area adjacent and downgradient) 
whereas the original plan had four rows of housing structures, with parking between the upper and lower 2 rows. Cross 
sections are provided with the Modified Concept Plan to show the line of sight between the units and US 395.  As shown 
in Exhibit 4-3ȟ ÔÈÅ ÌÏ×ÅÒ ÐÁÄ ÅÌÅÖÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÌÌÏ×ÅÄ ÖÉÅ×Ó ÆÒÏÍ 53 ΩίΫ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÌÁÒÇÅÌÙ ÅÌÉÍÉÎÁÔÅÄȟ ×ÉÔÈ ÏÎÌÙ Χȭ ÏÆ ÒÏÏÆÌÉÎÅ ɉÆÏÒ 
the 1-story easternmost units) visible from US 395.    

 

 The lowered profile, in combination with the redesign of the most prominent structures as 1-story building rather than 
2-story structures, also minimizes the line of sight (and thus site visibility) from Navy Beach.  As shown in Exhibit 4-4, 
the project site would be entirely screened from view at the South Tufa parking lot, due to an intervening ridgeline.  
Views of the lower six 1-story units would also be entirely screened from view at Navy Beach; however, all of the 5 two-
story upper structures would remain visible from this vantage point and from the South Tufa Beach, though at a 
distance, since South Tufa and Navy Beach are separated from the site by about 4 miles).   

 

5. BERMS:  An analysis was conducted to determine whether a consolidated landscaped berm below the lower row of 
units (i.e., on the downslope hillside east of the housing development) would provide for additional screening.  It was 
determined from the line-of-sight drawings that a downslope berm would not eliminate either the 1-foot roofline view 
from US 395, or the view of the upper two-story units as seen from Navy Beach.  Since the addition of berms in this 
location would require additional grading and earthwork and leave a short-term berm scar, without providing any 
additional lessening of visibility from offsite locations, this option was eliminated from further consideration.  
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Alternative 6 retains the landscaped berm (also shown on the original plan) that provides visual screening between the 
housing area and the full-service restaurant, and incorporates a new landscaped berm below each of the residential 
parking lots to block direct view of project lighting from offsite locations and to provide additional screening.   

 

6. COLORS AND MATERIALSȡ   4ÈÅ ÏÒÉÇÉÎÁÌ 4ÉÏÇÁ )ÎÎ 3ÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ 0ÌÁÎ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ȰAll exterior materials shall be in 
harmony with the theme of a rustic, alpine appearance; ...roof materials shall be of dark muted colors, such as and not 
ÌÉÍÉÔÅÄ ÔÏ ȰÅÁÒÔÈÔÏÎÅȱ ÏÒ ȰÇÒÅÅÎȢȱ 6ÉÓÉÂÌÅ ÃÈÉÍÎÅÙ ÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌÓ ÓÈÁÌÌ ÂÅ ÌÉÍÉÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÓÔÏÎÅ ÏÒ ×ÏÏÄ ÉÎ ÃÏÎformance with 
appropriate fire codes. Tones shall be muted or earthtone in theme...Dark or neutral colors found in the immediate 
ÓÕÒÒÏÕÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÕÓÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÖÅÒÔÉÃÁÌ ÓÕÒÆÁÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅÓȢȱ Specific Plan Amendment #3 will include a stipulation 
that all east-facing walls shall ÂÅ ÐÁÉÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ Ȭ3ÈÁËÅÒ 'ÒÁÙȭ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌ ÒÏÏÆÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÅÄ ÏÆ ÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌÓ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÄÕÌÌ ÆÉÎÉÓÈ 
and dark, muted colors.     

 

7. PHASING:  Phase 3 of the new phasing plan is comprised sole of units located on the upper (westernmost) row of 
housing structures.  As noted in Topical Response #7 (Phasing), the structures in this row are the most visible of the 
units, due to their location at an elevation higher than the western row, and the fact that all are of two-story design 
(structures in the lower eastern row are all of one-story design).  If housing demand is ultimately lower than projected 
and fewer than 100 units are constructed, the structures eliminated from construction will be drawn from the most 
visible group.   
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EXHIBIT 4-1.  Alternative 6 Concept Plan  
 


